"I an, overall
keeping its members eparate.

o ter;ms.

L also M

“an, 1963]

tate power ‘pool project of Mid-
Contirient Area Bower, Planners (MAPP) is
described in Union E‘leotr ews, publica.tion
‘of one of its ma articlpants, as “the”

thing ' the B ispatch advocated 2
‘years 4g6 "in ulﬁlng investor-owned comn-
panies to join Govérnrient in an 6verall grid
‘plan.” Theé Post-DispatcH contifues to ad-
voeate all-inciuslye “pooling of fp wer, ‘em-
bracing not only agencies of thé Federal
Governmeént but_ slso_municipal and rural
electric cooperative and privately 6wned pro-
duction and disfribution systenis, as first

= ) Aproposed on a na%ionwide basis by 7.5}ecre7r.a,ry

of the Interior Udall,

-'It 13 op this very account, that MAPP fs”

not an overall grid plan, but to the contrary

highly and one-sidedly exclusive, that we ex-

press serlous misgivings. MAPP could in-

deed produce precisely the adverse effect, by

setting up a rival pool, dominated by pri-

.vate companies, in advance, and preventing
aip grid from being accomplished, by

njon Electric’s publication offers no facts

s p'
~to support its clalm that MAPP is “an over-

-pll grid plan.” Yet how can a pool be fac-

' tually so- described when it does not include
" the largest transmission system in the 10-
» .. Btate area, that of the U.S. Bureau of Rec-

I&m&tion; 'gvhen it does mnot include more
than a smatterlng of the rural eléctric co-
operat es, and none at all in four of “the’
States; when it does not include a sfnglé one
- 6f the many municipal systems or the numer-
ous public utlll’r,{1 districts in Nebraska or
elsewhere with the lone exception of the

"+Omaha Public Power District; and when it

does not eyen include most_of the private

¢ power companles, among them severa‘l of the
“largest?

- “MAPP's public announcements make much
of its professed intentions to take in other
members—hut. strictly on its own terms.

ﬁxy,lssion, and g gua,hﬂed desire to “‘coordi-
i'nate. with™ Federal encies,” Teaving “the

_"unecritical reader to infer that fn MAPP pri- "
“vate compa.nies are joining the Government‘

an_overall grid plan.
.But are they" "MAPP’s own statements do
"not say s0. And Senator MeTcair of Montana

- says the Bureau of Reclamation “proposed

- power pool to these people” before MAPP

+ Was concelved butb has never received a reply
7 b0 its offer. _ N

Does this, in the opinion of ‘the Union

\T-Electric Co., Bubsta.ntia.te the claim that it
“land its a.SSocla.tes in MAPP are jolning the

. Government, in an overall pool?  Or does it

‘ ' puggest that the old technique of spite lines

to forestall public power is being magnified

.. manyfold into a multistate system of spite
.- pooling to forestall a national gMd? Clarifi-

cation of these questions wotld be ease
“tself, " It would_ require only a clear ahd

. simple statement that theé members of MAPP
propose to join inh pooling with all Federal,
mupiclpal ‘and cooperative agencies on equal

Do we -

ar such a statement°

'TRIB J‘E TO! SENATOR ANDERSON

Mr% ME’I‘CALF " Mr. Pres1dent last
~May .1 had the privilege to be one of

" some {hree dozen Members of the Ser-
ate to attend a testimontal dinner spon-

sored by a dozen national conservatlon

. organizations which honored our distin-

~g] shed “collea; §ue “the senior Senator
“from New. Mex tlco [Mr. ANDERSON], and
5. And erson
On. June 13 pf this year I mtroduced

" -into the REecorp, starting on page 10161,

‘ several excerpts from remarks made by

- magazine.

‘of admiring citizens,
sored by 12 national conservation organiza-

‘These tepns express “strong opposition 6~
: Federa.l domination of power supply or trans-

O"N

torials and articles’ whlc'h followed the
event and w}%ch appeared 1n several na-
tional magazines.

I now wish to add to the testimony

" of the greatness of this distingulshed

colleague, an editorial by Carl W. Buch-~
heister, president of the National Audu-
bon Soclety which appears in the Sep-
tember—October issue of the Audubon
I believe this editorial comes
close to expressing in words what most
of us feel in our hearts for this great
leader, statesman, politiclan, and con-

.servatlonist—fthls, true American who is

leading the fight to save our wilderness
and natural resources from the en-
croachment of selfish man and hlS de-
structive machines.

Mr. President, I ask wnanimous con-
sent that this editorial entitled “The
Pleasure and Honor Were Ours” be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE PLEASURE AND HONOR WERE OURS

All agreed if was one of the mo§t note-
worthy occasions for conservations In the
history of the Nation’s Capital when some
600 persons turned out for the testimonial

dinner to Senafor CLINTQN P. ANDERSON, of’

New Mexico, 1ast May 20,

.~ ‘Among the diners wére about 50 Members

of Congress, threé members of the Cabinet,
representatives of President Kennedy’s
White House staff, and a virtual outpouring
The dinner was spon-

tions, the National Audubon Society among

‘them. The purpose was to pay deserved frib-
ute to the greal Senator who is one of the

finest examplés of the kind of statesmen we

-like to think of as making up the Congress

of the Uniteéd States, & man of exceptional
ability and extraordinary devotion to the
public welfare.

Our purpose was to accord recognition to'
Senator ANDERSON, particularly for his lead-

ership in behalf of needed laws and sound
programs for the conservation of America’s -

natural resources. The overwhelming Sen-
ate passage of the wildefness bill, of which
he is the leading sponsor, Is one measure of
his effectiveness.

In truth, it is we—all of us who call our-
selves conservationists—who are honored by

“the dedication and the career of a2 man like

CLINTON ANDERSON.
And, like Theodore Roosevelt, who Sfirst

‘made conservation a national purpose and

a public cause, and later great ones we could
name, -Senator ANDERSON illustrates +the
truth that for the purpose of winning the
battles we engage in, there 1s'no substitute
for having able advocates in high places, as

“at the head of a key committee of Congress,

at the helm of an executive departmeént, or
in the White House 1tself. 'The Yankees win
the most pennants because they have the

best pitchers and the hardest h1tters

'I‘RIBUTE TO SENATOR PASTORE

.. Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, it is my very great pleasure to
bring to T,he “attention of the Senate an
article which recently appeared in ‘the
Newark, N.J., Sunday Star-Ledger about

one of our, most distinguished colleagues,

Mr PASTORE of Rhode Island.
We here are well aware of the qualities

. of diligence and ability which Senator
PasTore has been bringing to his duties’
in the Senate for nearly 13 years.” While
he is not always in the limelight or in
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‘ speakers at this dinner and several edi-

~High School.
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the headlmes he is always to be found

in the thick of the fight for substantive,
_progresswe ‘Tegislation.

This excellent article, commenting on
his role as a truly effective legislator, 1s
richly deserved, and Mr, President, I
request unanimous permission that the
text of the article be inserted in the Rec-
orp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: -

[From the Newark (N.J,) Star-Ledger, Sept
15,1963]

A LITTLE MAN MaKES GOOD IN A Bic WAy

(Senator PasTore is a living symbol of an
immigrant father’s dream. The son of a
tailor, the Senator from Rhode Island is
cutting a big path for himself on Capitol Hill
these days, riding herd on President Ken-
nedy’s priority legislation: Ratification of
the nuclear test ban bill, the private accom-
modations phase of the civil rights bill, and
the vital rail strike legislation. Senator Pas-
TORE Is a little man who is not afraid to tangle
with some of the big figures in the Senate.
He came out of a tangle with the late Senator
Bob Kerr of Oklahoma, a big, bluff man who
made an imposing, formidable opponent in
& - debate. Senator RICHARD RUSSELL, an
astute Member of the wupper House, has
openly admired the little Senator from the
Nation’s smallest State. He once sald that

-he wanted PasTore as his lawyer if he ever
got into trouble.

This is not faint praise.)
(By John A. Goldsmith)

JoHN ORrLaNDO PasTore is the Senate’s
smallest Senator from the Natlon’s smallest
State. His story reads like the American
dream, R

Modern mythology alleges the Senate is run
by men of towering senlority, generally from
the South. Twenty-seven Benators have
more seniority than the Immigrant tailor’s
son who is the senlor Senator from Rhode
Island.”~

In recent _weeks, however, Democrat Pas-

‘'ToRE has been riding herd on three of Presi-

dent Kennedy’s priority bills. No one else
has had quite the same role in handling rail
strike legislation, the nuclear test ban treaty,
and the public a.ccommodatmns civil rights
bill.

True, 1t was somet.hlng of an accident—
illness of Commerce Committee Chairman
WARREN G. MacNUsoN, Democrat, of Wash-_

.ington—that gave PASTORE a central role in

consideration of the measures” But such
accidents have been the making of many a
congressional leader.

In PasTOoRE'S case, presiding at daytime
civil rights hearings and night rall hearings
was public notification of the fact that he
had arrived as a Senate leader. Actually,
as chairman of the Senate-House Atomic
Energy Committee and a member of the Sen-
ate Democratic policy committee, he already
had moved into a leadership position in
Senate councils.

In a broader sense, of course, he also had
attained a position of political leadership

-when he was elected to the Senate in 1950,

having served as Lieutenant Governor and
then as Governor of his State.

~.:Born in Providence in 1907, PASTORE ran

errands for his fathers’ tallor shop until the
father died. Young PASTORE was then 8
years old. His mother went back to work as
a séamstréss to support the boy and his three
brothers and two sisters.

PasTorE ‘worked after school at a jewelry
factory and graduated in 19256 from Classical
College was out of the ques-
tion, although Brown University was conven-

.lently close. Instead, PAsTORE clerked for an

electric power company and enrolled in night
classes at the local branch of Northeastern
Universlty. He won a bachelor of laws degree
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in 1931 and was adm!
1932. .
Starting in Providehce’s seventh ward, he
moved into politics. {[n 1935 he was elected
to the State’s general assembly. In 1037 he
‘became an assistant Ptate atforney general.
. He became Lieutenant] Governor in 1944, then
wag Governor from 195 until 1950 .
During his tenure Governer, the State
adopted & falr emplpyment practices law,
and PASTORE pushed ough an ald program
for teachers’ salaries gnd a sales tax needed
to finance it. The sales tax, often a Gover-
"nor's return trip tickpt to private life, did
not curb PAsTORE’S incfeasing margins at the
polls. e
It was something offa triumph, too, albeit
one of another kind, fhen shortly after his
election to the Senate he was made a mem-
ber of the corporatiop-—a trustee of Brown
University.
PasToRk's Senate vdting record places him
with Democratic libefals on such issues as
social welfare and civjl rights. He has, how-
ever, split with the [liberal group on such
issues as the commuynications satellite bill
for ¥hich, as chairmgn of the Senate Com-
munications Subconmittee, he was foor
mansger. . .
In one of the Senatp’s most bitter person-
allty disputes of receht years, he voted for

.d to law practice in

the nomlnation of

his friend, Lewls L.

Btrauss, to be Secretqry of Commerce and
against his Atomic Epergy Committee col-
league, Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Demo-

crat, of New Mexico,
fight agalnst Strauss.

who was leading the

He did not believe,

with ANDERSON, that Jtrauss had been eva-

slve and misleading in
committee,
PasTORE has a broad

his bearing shows a bik

his small frame, howel
strong plercing volce o
frequently in Senate d

PAsSTORE was, in fact,)

his dealings with the

and ready smile, and
of cockiness. From
Jer, there emanates a
hich is lifted not in-
bate. .

one of the few Sena-

tors to tangle period
with the late Senator
crat, of Oklahoma,
ments unblunted an
Senator Ricuarp B.
Georgia, one of the Se
legal experts, has on
lixe to have PASTORE
in trouble.

In the best traditioy,
talented tongue nor t
any dampening effec
disposition In which

o

pally in floor debate
obert 8. Kerr, Demo-
emerge with argu-
* spirit unchastened.
sSELL, Democrat, of
ate’s top orators and
casion sald he would
his lawyer if he were

however, neither the
€ cocky bearing have
on PasToRE’s sunny
ASTORE 13 not always

8 matter of great serjousness to PASTORE.
Recently. he was difcussing the effects of

nuclear fallout with

ewsmen. He did not,

he made it quite clepr, go along with the
1dea that changes orjmutations caused by

fallout might prove
harmful.

“Mutations,” he sai
they'll make PASTORE|

THE JEWIS
Mr, KEATING.

neficlal rather than

explosively, “perhaps
6 feet tall.”

HOLIDAYS
r. President, it is

with a warm sense jof personal pleasure
that I extend my hgartfelt greetings and
good wishes to our Jewish citizens on the

ippur, the Day of
Atonement, embody the solemnity with

madtion of the joy of life but at the same
time its strangely gad call reminds man
that the coming y requires a serious
reexamination of purpose.  As we ex-
" amine our past, prhying for the under-
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standing that willjenable us to profit
from our errors, w¢ open the way to a
richer and fuller e

The message of
is a universal one yhich all men should
heed. These are hiptoric times, rife with
social and politicaljunrest both at home

and abroad. In g time of confusion, and ~

at times seeming chaos, the melancholy
wail of the shofar foes out to provide a
promise of order arjd hépe to all citifens
of the world. ;
It is my fervent hope that the coming
year will mark fhe unrise of a new and
even richer era of $piritual vitality and
growth in the age-¢ld and distinguished
history of a great geople. America is a
tapestry woven of] many strands, and
none is more goldpn than that repre-
sented by our felloW] Americans of Jewish
descent. From thq earliest days of our
history this Ratio ha.? counted among
its richest nourishfng forces the spirit-
ual strength, the iftellectual dynamism,
and the dedicated]energy of its Jewish
sons and daughtery.

As one who has Yeen privileged to visit
the fountainhead pf Hebrew culture, as
one who has witnegsed with his own eyes
the tremendous fofward surge of history
that Israel reprefents in the Middle
East, I can undgrstand whence came
these high qualitigs of heart and mind
and will that have béen translated—
here in Americ to the national fiber
and the material] advancement of our
beloved country. :

Israel stands a tribute to the in-
domitable spirit ¢f the Jewish people
just as the new year embraces an op-
timistic hope. for fhe future side by side
with & strong s
of looking back i
guidance., Partic
moment of history, when new hations
are ermerging inty the light of freedom,
does the example of what Israel has ac-
complished stand as a living proof of the
will and ability df a pegple to create its
own destiny.

In keeping wit® the spirit of the occa-
slon, then, I am Yprivileged to echo the
ancient words utfered In a solemn yet
joyful affirmationy of hépe on this day.
“May you be insfribed, once again, in
the Book of Life fpr o gaod New Year.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Harr in the chgir). Is there further
morning business? If not, morning busi-
ness is coneluded.

, .
iTHE NUCLEAR TEST, BAN TREA'I‘Y]

The Senate resumed the consideration
of Executive M—88th Congress, 1st ses-
sion—the treaty banning nuclear weap-
on tests in the atmosphere, in outer
space, and underwater., |

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
Senate is now in executive sesston. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution
of ratification of the trepty.

.Mr. BYRD of West Virginia obtained
the flcor. :

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator fram West Virginia yleld?

Mr. BYRDF of West Virginia. I yield
to the majority leader. ,

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. .

(Mr.

September 19

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

. The legislative clerk proceéded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, X
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

The

. objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the time is now at hand for a
final decision on the treaty benning nu-
clear weapons tests in the atmosphere,
under water, and in outer space. On
August 8, 1963, President Kennedy trans-
mitted this treaty to the Senate, with the
recommendation that we advise and con-
sent to its ratification. He gave as his
principal reason.that, in his opinion, the
freaty would advance world peace and
inhibit the nuclear arms race. Since
that time, the Senate Armed Services
Committee, of which I am a member, the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
and the Senate members of the Joint
Committee on Atomic FEnergy—along
with other Senators—have been engaged
in an intensive study of the merits of the
treaty.

Knowing that the final responsibility
for approving or rejecting the treaty lies
in our hands, T have literally searched
my soul for the correct decision. When
our decision has finally been reached,
whatever that decision may be—and of
course there is no question that it will be
that of approval—no American c¢an be
sure that it is the right decision. None
of us can be sure, beyond doubt, that
either ratification or rejection will ulti-
mately be in the best interests of our
country. Some persons have stated
that, while it would be a mistake to re-
ject the treaty, it may prove to be an
even greater mistake to ratify it. So
only history will be able to record the
correctness or the incorrectness, the
wisdom or the lack of wisdom, the suc-
cess or the failure, of the action we take.

There is no question as to the objec-
tive we seek. All of us share the desire
to advance the cause of peace and to
strengthen the progress of peace. All of
us would like to reduce the threat of nu-
clear war., All of us would Hke {0 see a
complete termination of all nuclear tests
in all environments, if both the East and
West could agree upon a system of ade-
quate and effective inspection, and if at
the beginning of such cessatiorn of testing
the United States were, indeed, superior
In nuclear weapons technology in all of
the yield-weight ranges. All of us would
like to live in a world.in which weapons
of war and destruction could be con-
verted into instruments of peace and
human progress. All of us would like to
move away from the costly expenditures
for armaments, and move in the direc-
tion of applying our financial and human
resources toward the building of a better
world for mankind. All of us would like
to eliminate the tensions that for many
years have plagued the free world. The
question is, however, whether the pro-
posed partial test ban moves us eloser
toward these goals, or leads us in the
opposite direction.

The proponents of the treaty admit
that it carries inherent military risks;
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sbut, in thelr view, these risks are out-
Yy bolitical and other advan-.

~the treaty’s ratification,

o}B

“ Approved F

g

tages which are expected to accrue from
) Those of us
who oppose the treaty recognize that
certain bepefits_may result therefrom,

but feel that the risks involved are too .

great to. assume in.a situation which, at

.

“security of this N

best, offers no positive guarantee that
the hoped-for  benefit will really
malterialize,

brégst,” and the proponents of the
ireaty base their position largely upon
8 hope that it will Jead to a lessening of

ténsions, to a slowing of the nuclear

weapons race, and to eventual peace. We

" opponents of the treaty, feeling that past

hopes having proved to be false, are un-

,Willing, in what is our view, to risk the

don in pursuing what

‘may be another false and even more

dangerous hope. -

- When the treaty was first announced,

I.was inclined to sypport it. The Iong-
g for peace which I share with other

~Americans paturally led me to see, in
. this proposal, a faint glimmer of hope.
I thought it best, however, to withhold

my judement until I could have the op-
portunity to listen to the testimony and
to weigh the evidence presented both

" for and against the treaty. If it were

not for my membership on the Senate
Committee on Armed Services, in all
likelihood I, would have supported the
{treaty, because otherwise I would not
normally be exposed to the subject mat-
ter of the treaty as thoroughly as I have

been as a member of that committee. -

Although the treaty is within the juris-

. dictlon of the Foreien Relations Com-

mlttee, in view of the military aspects
the Armed Services Committee has par-

- ticlpated in joint hearings with the For-

- submitted In_those hearings.

elgn Relations Committee, = Moreover,
the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee has held executive hearings
Independent of those joint hearings in
which the parent committee partici-
bated. Although I am not a member of
the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee, I did attend and partici-

pate, as did other members of the full

committee, in the hearings of that sub-

committee at the inyitation of its chair-

man, the Senator from Mississippi, Mr.
StENNIS.  In addition to participating
11y the public and cloged hearings, I have
read and reread most of the. tgst%ﬁlony
. ere-

" fore, feel that I can say, without being
“Immodest, that there are few Members

of the Senate that have been exposed to

~more of the evidence presented at the

hearings than have I,
- After weighing the arguments for and
‘against the treaty, I have reached the

© conclusion that a greater risk to our

~eountry lies in accepting this treaty than
in

An rejecting it. I have no doubt, as I
have already indicated, that it will be
ratified by the Senate, and I realize that
the position I am taking will not be
shared by a great many of my colleagues
In this body. But, while it would be
easy and pleasant for me to say “yes”

NG, 149-Lq

o this treaty, it is my conviction that
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springs_eternal in the human.

. CIAR

_the security of this Nation demands that

...Isay “no.” In so doing, I recognize that

.-those ;Senators who will vote to ratify
the treaty have the same sincerity of
burpose and the same dedication to their
country as I have.

-. ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE TREATY

The following arguments are the prin-
cipal ones, in my opinion, that have been
advanced in favor of ratification:

" First. The test ban treaty is desirable
because further nuclear testing in the
atmosphere is not necessary, the Soviet
Union and the United States each baving
already acquired a capacity of overkill,
Second. The test ban will eliminate
-the danger of further fallout.

Third. The test ban will serve to
deepen the rift between Russia and Red
China.

Fourth. The test ban will contribute to
8 lessening of tensions and be a step
toward other agreements and eventual
beace,

Fifth. The test ban treaty will slow,
or signal the end of, the arms race,

Sixth. The test ban will make it more
difficult for Russia to catch up with the
United-States in the field of nuclear ex-
Pplosives.

Seventh. The test ban will slow down
the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Mr. President, I should like to analyze
each of these arguments in brief detail.
1. THE TEST BAN TREATY IS DESIRABLE BECAUSE

FURTHER NUCLEAR TESTING IN THE ATMOS~

. PHE_:RE IS NOT NECESSARY, THE SOVIET UNION
AND THE UNITED STATES EACH HAVING AL-
READY ACQUIRED A CAPACITY OF OVERKILL

As to the argument by some that the
United States has acquired an overkill
capacity, Secretary of Defense McNa-
mara, who supports the treaty, made the
following comment, which appears be-
ginning on page 146 of the hearings be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions:

Secretary McNamara. I don't believe that
we have execessive armaments today. Idon’t
believe we have excessive strategic forces,
which I believe were those portions of our
armaments that Senator McGoverN was
speaking about. As I tried to outline in my
statement this morning, there are a number
of uncertainties which we must recognize in
evaluating the relative positions of the
U.8.8.R. and the United States.

It is not possible for us to eliminate those
uncertainties from the equation. And be-
cause our knowledge is not complete and be-
cause it cannot be made complete in the
near future, we must seek to offset those un-
certainties with additional forces. This we
have done. We have made every effort to
hold the defense budget, which is pres-
ently being. considered by Congress, at an
absolute minimum. I think we have done
50. I would not recommend that one dollar
be taken out of it. .

In responding to further questions re-
garding overkill, Secretary McNamara
had this to say: .

I think it is possible to say that we have
more weapons than would be utilized in a
particular war situation, without concluding
that our Inventories are excessive. For ex-
ample, were there to be a war at sea, and the
war were limited to sea, presumably the
weapons that had been designed for land
warfare would not be utilized. Conversely,
If there were a general nuclaer war, it is

‘.,
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possible, that certaln wespons, conventional
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or otherwise, that had been designed for less
than a general nuclear war would be in ex-

cess supply. But in neither instance would
1t mean that our inventories were necessarily

excessive. I do not believe they are exces-
sive today. I think it is necessary to con-
tinue to increase them as we are planning to
do in flscal 1964.

Secretary McNamara had this addi-
tionally to say:

One other major point raised was that we
have more nuclear weapons than we could
conceivably use in an allout war * * *, We
must meet requirements for various kinds
of limited and tactical nuclear contingencies;
the great bulk of the nuclear weapons we
“could not conceivably use” during an all-
out war are low-yleld weapons procured to
meet requirements for tactical nuclear
warfare.

E * * * *

And, therefore, I am convinced that the
kind of large cut in the strateglc budget
proposed by Senator McGOVERN’S speech
could not be adopted withoutt substantial
risk to our national security.

Gen. Thomas S. Power, Commander
in Chief, Strategic Air Command, in his
appearance before the Senate Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee was
asked about overkill and he answered in
this way:

Idonot agree with it. I think the overkill
clalm Is often made by people who are not
well informed and do not necessarily know
what they are talking about.

Now, there is such a thing as a pro-~
gramed bomb or weapon as agalnst the
dellvered weapon. If you look at the pro-
gramed weapons, that is, if you look at the
weapons I have in the present war plan,
you would say we are overkilllng. But if
you look at the weapons that I think will
survive and arrive, then you will change
your opinion.

So a lot of these people look at our stock-
pile and they think that every bomb is going
to be delivered, Now, do they think that
every bullet that is bought for a rifle is
going to kill an enemy soldier? No. We
buy milllons upon millions of bullets. I
don’t know the exact statistics, but maybe
one in a hundred thousand bullets actually
will kill an enemy. It Is the same way with
a shell or a cannon.

Not every bomb is going to arrive at the
target. Many of them will be destroyed
on the ground before they are launched.
Many will be destroyed by enemy action.
Some will be duds. But we have figured
this all out mathematically for every sortie
and every weapon, and we have arrived at
a confidence factor, -

You can have any confidence you want, but
if you want to be, say, 90 percent sure that
you will destroy a very sensitive target, and
if you have a 50-percent confidence factor
that a particular weapon will reach its target,
then you will have to program somewhere
in the neighborhood of six to seven weapons
to hope to get one there, but there is still a
10-percent chance that none will get there,

-3¢ 1t 1s a question of mathematics and how

sure you want to be or how much you want
to gamble.

We write a war plan so that, If we are told
to go to war, these prime sensitive targets
will be destroyed, and I have a high confi-
dence factor. I have a 90-percent confidence
factor because I have programed many weap-
ons and I have crosstargeted them, using
different types of weapons from different
areas to get a reliability factor that is
acceptable.

Now if they all got there, yes, we would be
overbombing and overkilling. But again

Deople forget that what wé are really trying
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_ing 1962 will be about 47 millifems.
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to do is to prevent war. We are trying to
make this thing so sure that it will deter
anyore. I think this is the real challenge,
to try to prevent it. I think we can. We
have done it and I think we can continue
to do it 1If we make up our minds to do it.

Senator Jacksow then interposed that:
The critics make the fatal mistake ot
equating the number of weapons and their
combined yleld with delivery on the target.

Gieneral Power’s final commient on this
point was as follows:

T know many of these people, and it Is
really easy to become an expert in a field
that you have had no experience in and no
responsibility for. You have to have over-
whelming superiority, if you are really tryin
to deter. That is the key to it. :

(&t this point Mr. NELSON took the
chair as presiding officer.)

‘Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
Prefldent, it is evident from the state-
ments of Secretary McNamara, & Sub-
‘porter of the treaty, and General Power,
an opponent of the treaty, that the argu-
ment which is'being made by well-mean-
ing people throughout the country that
we Have two or three times as many
weapons as we need, so why not put a
stop to their production, is’a fallacious
argument. This philosophy, of course,
discounts the fact that it would be fool-
ish for us to attempt to disarm uni-
laterally or even to halt, unilaterally,
the production of weapons. "It also dis-
counts the possibility of progressive
development of techniques and weap-
onty. General Curtls LeMay, Chief of
Staff, U.S. Alr Force, commeénted on this
point, on page 390, by saying:

Teue, We have got all of these welpons;”
and we think we ¢an deliver them now.
But the situation never stay§ static.

Fhe side that has the best yleld-to-welight
vatio has an advantage in tHeir capability.
to put their weapons on targets sometime
in the future. o e
2. THE TEST BAN WILL ELIMINATE THE DANGER'

OF FURTHER FALLO®T o

" i&s to this argument by the propon-

ents, the question of
conicern to e a7t has to most Ameri-
cans, I am sure, Thére was virtual
unanimity dmong the witnésses that the

fallout has been ol

_health risks from worldwide fallout-due

to past testing are very sifbll Accord-
ing to the experts, we refeive far less
radiation from fallout than we receive
from naturally occurrlhg ‘sources, and
some authorities maintain that a con-
siderably larger amount Would be ac-
ceptable to gain the benefils of peaceful
hyses of nuclear energy. Thé report of the
‘Federal Radiation Council of May 1963

'states:

| “#he revised estirhates of “fhe shori-fermi =

Ipét capita effective dose €6 tHe réprodliétive
¢slls ehow that weppons tests tonducted dur-
Y ‘ All Tests
'conducted throtigh December 1962 will result
in a per capita 30-year dosé of abouf 110
‘millirems. This {5 about oné-hundredth of
'tHe amount recommetded by the National
Academy of Belentes. “These values are Tofi-

'sfderably less than the corresponding 30-year
| dose 6f 3,000 millifems from naturally occur-
ring sources during the samé perlod. Sim-
larly, the variations In dose-rate from world-
| vride fallout In different parts of the coun-
| try are less than the vafiations in dosétrate
from naturally occurring sovirces in the in-
‘ habited parts of the world. Further, coni-

%
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parison with the 5,000 millirems per gen-
eration proposed previously by the Federal
Radiation Council as a level of genetic risk
that would be acceptable to gain the benefits
of nuclear energy from normal peacetime
operstions and the 10,000 millirems per gen-

Jeration recommended by the NAS Subcom-

mittee on Genetics as a ‘“‘reasonable quota”
for manmade radiation ¢xposure of the gen-
eral public Indicates that present anticipated
levels of fallout do not consitute an undue
risk to the genetic future of the Nation.

Dr. Edward Teller, the noted nuclear
physicist, had this to say about fallout,
and his statement appears on page 489
of the hearings:

The one point which is most often em-
phasized, worry about fallout, is one-where
we have clearcut evidence. We have in-

" créased the effects of nhatural radiation by

10 percent. :

These effects of natural radiation have nev-
er been proved to be harmful. From the
present level of worldwide fallout there 1s
no cdanger. ~ The real danger is that you will
frighten mothers from giving milk to their
babies. By that probably much more dam-
mage has been done than by anything else
concerning this matter,

Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., director, Law-
rence Radiation Laboratory, Livermore,
Calif., one of the most eminent and
highly regarded young scientists in this
country today, was asked the following
questions by me during the hearings:

Just how great a factor is fallout from the
standpoint of its danger to the health of the
human race? -

Dr. Foster’s answet, which appears on
page 622 of the hearings, was as follows:

One way to look at it would be to say that
the fallout from all past tests affecting man
for the next 50 to 100 years would be some-
thing like the same thing as deciding to
live a few hundred feet higher above sea
level.

1T asked this question of Dr. Foster:

1 am wondering if this is a factor which
we, from & scientific standpoint, might be
able to disregard in our attempt to reach
a decision? )

Dr. Foster -answered by saying:

‘Yes, sir; from the technical point of view
I believe it has no hearing on the major
issue. .

T then made this inquiry of Dr, Foster:

If I may pose a hypothetical guestion, are
you saying, in essence, that if you were &
Senator with the knowledge that you possess
in the scientific fleld, you would disregard
entirely this factor in your reaching a de-
cision?

Dr. Foster answered thusly:

That is éorrect, sir; although it would be a
very difficult position for me to put myself
into. * * * For hundreds, milllons of years,
people have lived in this environment, We
are talking about the fallout that is a few
percent of that natursl background, and we
know that people have lived at & few thou-
sand-foot altitude, under higher exposure
Jevels over thousands and thousands of years,
and we cannot decide whether this has hurt
them or helped them or how it has affected
them.

Dr. Glenn Seaborg, Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Corhmission, and a sup-
porter of the test Ban treaty, made the
following statement on the subject of
fallout:

T should add, althdugh I think it is prob-

avly well known, that the total amount of

1
|

|
i
1
i
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radiation from fallout is only & small frac-
tion of the radiation that we receive from
natural background, from the radiation that
is present everywhere.

The Senator from Yowa [Mr. HICKEN-
roopER] asked the following question of
Dr. Seaborg:

Has sclence been able to pinpoint even
one case where fallout can be sclentifically
attributed to radiation——that is, where one
case of leukemis or bone cancer or things of
that kind or mutation that can be sclen-
tifically attributed to fallout?

Dr. Seaborg answered the Senator
from Iowa [Mr, HICKENLOOPER] like this:

Excepting these one or two [reak cases of
local fallout * * * I know of no case where
a particular case could be attributed to fail-
out.

On page 214 of the hearings the fol-.
lowing colloquy occurred between the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] an
Dr. Seaborg:

Senator RusserL. Dr. Seabory, I read in the
paper, I believe the day before yesterday,
that there is twice as much radiation in milk
today as there was 3 years ago.

Is that approximately right?

Dr. Seapor¢. That would depend on the
section of the country that was being
referred to. I would like to say that there are
probably sections of the country where there
is twice as much strontium €0 in the milk
now as there was 3 years ago, Yes, gir,
Senator.

Senator RusseLL. Has that yet reached a
polnt where it is suficiert tc endanger the
human family?

Dr. Seasorg. No, sir. ,

Senator RusserL. It is a long way from
it? :

Dr. Seasorc. It is a considerable distance
from it, yes, sir.

On page 219 of the hearings the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
and Dr. Seaborg had the following col-
loquy:

Senator PasTore. As a matter of fact, you
could bring about almost. the same result by
testing as you could through a nuclear war
if you kept doing this promiscuously without
any limitation, isn’t that a fact?

Dr. Seaporc. Well, I think the factor, the
amount in a nuclear war, would be greater
by something of the order of a hundred as
compared to the high rate of testing In
peacetime, even the rate of testing that you
have indicated.

Although Dr. Seaborg’s statements are
not to be inferred as an endorsement of
fallout, 1t is evident that he does not en-
dorse the exaggerated fears that have
been expressed by some people through-
out the country.

On pages 222 and 223 of the hearings
we find this testimony by Dr. Seaborg.
The Senator from Alavama [Mr. SPARK-
maN] asked the following question:

Senator SPARKMAN. With reference to the
fallout, you stated that you thought there
had been some effect already on health and
genetics particularly. Are there specific ex-
amples?

Dr. SEaBorG. Oh, no. There are no—I
don’t think that we could, I am sure that we
can’t identify any specific examples of efect
of fallout on health or hereclity up until the
present time, We Kknow, we have approxi-
mate information on the effects of radiation
on health and heredity, approximate infor-
mation. We can relate these effects to the
amount of radiation.

Senator SpARKMAN, In other words, you
know that the effect can be produced pro-

B
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mate’—I can'f e%lphasize that 60 much—
relationships bétween radiation and certain
effects  on. héalth leukemia, bone ‘cancer,
" heredity effects,

. from fallout, Wi an make calculations that

would Indicate statistically how many people

will 1 rse of time 'be affected by
-this small amo £ of radiation, a.ndkst.;a,tisti-
cally these are very small ﬂgures‘
‘nmmbers of people,
. But I do want to emphasize we should
avold exgosure to radiation ws miich as pos-
sible at all t es,

Senafor,

AN, We did haye the ex-

- amples of th cgntaminamon of fish and of

the area £0] arts of the Paclfic where
' Japanese shermen were affected, did we not?

Dr. Sedsors, Yeés. In some tests In the
" Pacific—

Seng or ,SPAR}K AN, Of course, that was in’
" & heavily infested or contaminated area.

or, SEaBORG, Yes; that was nedr an actual
large weapons 1ést, where the people Were
downwind from the fallout, and were sub-
jected to a substantial amount of actual
allout on g small area. This is something
that I am su never be re d. Th
Is what cal loca.l fallon
immeédiate ared of the tests The 16cal fail-
i out is so well undefstood today that this
would hever be repeated In a weapons test
sltuation, and that, of course, is the only
situation in which local fallout would be a
“problem in a testing, in a pea.cetime sttua~
tion.

'I‘here vyoulcl ‘be some hot spot.s because

1t Is carried down by rain and various weather
{',y there Is some spottiness

conditions, so tha.
in the level of fallout,

“Senator. S,PAR AN, SOme area.s could be~
come dangerous while others were safe?

to ‘use, th,e wor
.lleve any area has become dangerous,
. Benafor SPaRrRMAN. T am pot talking about
.'now but ir tesbing should be carried on.
:I_Dr SE , Yes, in the fu,ure

On ages 224 and 225 of the hearmgs,
the Sepator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LoorEr] askéd this question:

Tsp't it a fact that the_most skilled scien-

- tific eyidence of geneticlsts and others were

brought out in those hearings and that their
best estimate of the number of cages of for
instance, leukemla. and bone cancer caused
-by natural radiatfon-—mnot by the radiation
of fallout or man-induced radiation, but by
natural radlation -1 In the case of leukemia
gero to, 84,000—that Is between zero and
. 84,000 cases—and In the case of bone cancer
between Zéro and 14
“means they’ still can’t necessarily trace even
oneg casg? - ) . .

. ‘Dr. SEAEORG. Yes

‘Senator HICKENLOOPER. For sute?

Dr. SaBORG. They can't say with cerfainty.
’ Benator HICKENLOOPER 'I'hat s rlght

ORG, 4
Iﬁcxmr;oopm, ’I'ht}y don't start

wlth a few nun.#)ers

ount of radiation present

repe
, that is in the

, although I 'would hesitate
'da.ngerous » "I don't be-

-On page 226 of the hearings, the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr, HiCKENLOOPER] asked
these questions:

Isn't it a fact that throughout history we
have had mutations, that we have had ab-
normalities in birth, even before anybody
ever thought of letting off an atomic bomb.
History is replete with countless instances
of definite mutations.

- Dr. SEaBORG. Of course.

Senator HICKENLOOFER. Definite altera-
tlons.

Dr. SEaBorG. Oh, of course.

Senator HICKENLOOPER, Definite deficien-
cles and so on.

Dr. SEABORG, Yes.
thing.

Benator HICKENLOOPER. That has been

I think that is a known

‘golng on as Iong as we have any history,

hasn’t it?

Dr. SEABORG. Yes. But the question that
is—a question that is—being vigorously in-
vestigated now by the bilologists and the
geneticists 1s how much of that is due to

the natural background, how much of it is.

due to the cosmic rays, to the radioactivity
that is present in small amounts everywhere
including a little bit in this table here, and
other sources.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Other unknown
phenomena?

Dr. SeaBor¢. Yes and X-rays,
X-rays, and so forth,

Senator HICKENLOOPER. These things oc-
curred long before they ever heard of an
X-ray.

Dr. SEABORG. Yes, that is true, that 1s more
recent. But the cosmic ray background and
the natural radioactivity present essentially,
in small amounts, present essentially every-
where, has been with us ever since there have

medical

* been people on earth so this may have played
_a role—— _ .

_Senator HICKENLOOPER Yes,
' Dr. SEaBoRr@ (continuing). Yet to be deter-
Inined with any exactitude.

On page 230 of the nuclear test ban

‘treaty hearings, Dr. Seaborg says:

There 13 no doubt in my mind whatsoever

" that alr pollution 15 a much greater hazard

to the health of the people than is fallout.

Agaln, on page 243, Dr. Seaborg made
.- refererice to air pollution from exhaust

contamination in this manner:
Pollution of atmosphere in our country in

.. terms of the pumber of people, where it has

adverse effects on. thelr health, is clearly
more dangerous than the situation from fall~
out with respect to adverse eﬂ’ects on the

_health, in my mind, in m opinion,

~ Mr, Presldent, none of these eminent
witnesses would have you believe that no

risk  whatsoever exists from fallout.

However, the smal risk which does exist
must be measured against the risk of
Communist aggresssion which the free
world may face if and when there comes
& time when It no longer has nuclear
superiority. The small risk from. test
fallout must be measured against the
fallout which would result from a-third

. world war la,uncﬁ%d by the Communists _
* in the hope that they could wipe :
_United States.
.against the miilions of deaths which

It must _be

would certainly occur if our nuclear de-
terent force were allowed to grow so
weak that it failed to prevent war.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?
* Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I dislike to interrupt
f the very excellent address th

16601'”'

tor is making, but on the subJect of fall-
out I wondered if he had studied the
position of the President of the United
States, President Kennedy, when he an-
nounced resumption of testing on March
2, 1962,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I had
read it but I had not includéd it in my
prepared statement.

Mr. RUSSELL. This statement, of
course, was a compendium of the opin-
ion of all of the most eminent scientists
in our Government. The President of
the United States would not have made
this statement unless it had been care-
fully checked with all of our most emi-
nent scientists. If the Senator does not
object, I should like to read it into the
REcorp at this point, It is a very brief
statement,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I shall
be delighted to have the distinguished
Senator from Georgila read into the Rec~
orp at this point the statement to which
he has referred.

Mr. RUSSELL. Thisis the President’s
statement by television and radio on
March 2, 1962:

Natural radioactivity, as everyone knows,
has always been part of the air around us,
with certain long-range biological efects.
By conservative estimate, the total effects
from this test series will be roughly equal to
only 1 percent of those due to this na-
tural background. It has been estimated,
in fact, that the exposure due to radio~
activity from these tests will be less than
one-fiftieth of the difference which can be
experienced, due to varlations in natural
radioactivity, simply by living in different
locations in ths country.

- This will obviously be well within the

guides for general population health and

safety, as set by the Federal Radiation Coun=~

cil, and considerably less than one-tenth of
1 percent of the-:exposure guides set for

:idlilgts who work with industrlal radioac-
vity

No one recommends radioactivity or
fallout. We all wish to keep it limited
to the lowest possibly degree, but the
danger of fallout has certainly been
overstressed, as stated by the President
and by the report of the Federal Radia-
tion Council as of May 4, 1963.

This is the official ageney of the U.S.
Government that surveys this matter to
determine when there is a hazard to
the health of our people. They conclude
their report by saying:

" The Council concludes that the health
risks from radioactivity in foods, now and
over the next several years, are too small to
Justify countermeasures to limit intake of
radionuclides by diet modifications or alter-
ing the normal distribution and use of food,
particularly milk and dairy products.

The presently estimated radiation dose to
bone from all past (weapons) tests is about
465 millirem in 70 years, which 1s about one-~
twentleth (5 percent) the exposure from nat-
ural sources,

"In other words, one gets more radio-
activity by moving to Denver and living
in that altitude than by conducting this
comprehensive series of tests.

I thank the Senator and commend him
for the great diligence he has manifested
in preparing his excellent address.

_Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, I thank
zia. I ap-
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preciate his having placed in the RECORD

the statement of President Kenhnedy on

natural radloactivity and test fallout.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr, THURMOND, On the same point,
I believe it is interesting to note what
INr. Teller said on this subject. I do not
believe the Senator has referred to this
specific statement, .
. Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I was
coming to the point of quoting Dr. Teller,
but I shall be glad to have the Senator”
give the quotation.

Mr. THURMOND. Dr. Teller made

~~this statement:

This argument, while it sounds simple and
plausible, is wrong. Fallout has so small
an effect that nobody ever has observed it.
And nobody knows either from direct ob-
servation, or from statistics, or from any
‘valid theory whether the claimed damages
in fact exist or do not exist. I want to
talk about that a lot more, because talking
about the effects of varlous doses of radia-
tion leads us immediately into an interest-
ing field of research which should be im-
portant for all of us, The plain fact is that
we do not know what are the effects of small
doses of radiation.

We have heard that fallout produces &
terrific genetic burden. To begin with,
radiation from fallout is only 1 percent of
the radiation which we are getting anyway.

Fallout is not dangerous. But the fallout
scare 8. Many people know that a medical
X-ray gives you 100 times as gréat a dose
as fallout will give you in your whole life-
time. How many people have been scared
away from X-rays? How many people have
gone with their allments unrecognized and
untreated, ohly because there has been this
needless and exaggerated fallout scare? I
don't Enow. I don’t know whether anybody

“has been killed by fallout, but T am sure
that many have been killed by the fallout
scare.

Further on that subject, it may be

- interesting to note what the former Sec-

retary of Health, Education, and Wel-

fare, who is now a distinguished Mem-

ber of the Senate, had to say on Sep-

tember 9, 1963. The Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. RiBIcoFF] said:

We must face the fact that the land on
which we live and work, the air we breathe,
the water we drink and use in Industry, agri-
culture and recreation have hbeen altered
over the past half certury by a manmade
fallout far more abundant and potentially
more dangerous than the contamination of
nuclear weapons testing.

I could quote many other authorities
on the subject, but I thought it would
be well for these two quotations to be
brought in at this point.

T cangratulate the distinguished Sena-
tor on the excellent address he is mak-
ing. I shall have more to say as time
goes on. N

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank

" the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina. g
Dr. Teller had this to say, at page 428
- of the test ban hearings:

There is radioactivity in the alr, The total
amount is less than 10 percent in its effects,
10 percent of the natural radiation to which
all of us have been exposed for miillenia.

Yet there is a point to not further increase
this activity. Each year about 3 megatons
worth of fission products decay. We could
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agree with the Russians not to release in any
year more than 1 megaton fisslon products.
Neither we release more than 1 megaton nor
do they release more than 1 megaton.

'On page 429 of the hearings, Dr. Teller
said this:

Under a ban of the kind that I describe,
we could easily observe whatever the Rus-
slans or anybody else are doing. Under such
a ban we would have the opportunity to ac-
quire the knowledge we need about missile
defense.

Under that ban we would be permitted to
do all the work that we heed- to do in the
Plowshare program, in the peaceful uses; all
of this becomes the more possible because
we have developed clean gxplosives and we
can make our experimentation with the re-
lease of little radioactivity.

At page 455 of the hearings, Dr. Teller
said: ) )

Contamination in the atmosphere produces
similar biological effects as 2 number of nat-
wural processes such as cosmic rays, radio-
actlvity on the soil, radioactive potasslum in
the blood, in our blood. There are essentially
no differences. The radioactivity in the at-
mosphere amounts In its worst biclogical
effects over great numbers of people to 10
percent of the natural bagkground.

We have Increased an effect, of which it
has not been proven that it is a dangerous
effect. We have increased that effect by 10
percent. Anybody who lives in Denver is ex-
posed to a greater increase due to the fact
that there is more uranium in the soil there

‘and that 1t is higher and the cosmic ray in-

tensity is greater. People in Denver are in
greater danger than the increases to which
we have been exposed due to the radioac-
tivity in the atmosphere.

Nevertheless, I have said and want to em-
phasize that it is reasonable to try to limit
radloactivity in the air. 'We could do that

by a special agreement drawn in a way pro-.

posed by Dr. Libby and myself 5 years ago,
and we can make such an agreement without
forgolng any of the tests or the develop-
ments which are needed for the military de-
fense or which are needed for the peaceful
applications. :

1 claim that these two questions, the test
ban and the fallout, are linked only by
propaganda.

Dr. Teller, at page 500, sums up this
question rather aptly by saying: ’

Therefore, while fallout is no real prob-
lem from the point of view of health, it cer-
tainly is a great problem in connectlon with
psychology and polities.

Dr. Austin M. Brues, Argonne National
Laboratory, Lemont, Ill., had this to
say during the 1957 hearings by the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy:

1t would be rash to clalm that small radi-
ation doses have no effect on humans in in-
ereasing bone cancer and leukemia. But it
would seem reasonable to conclude that if
there is any increase in the incidence of
these diseases because of fallout, it is so
slight as to be unnoticegble when compared
with other suspected causes of bone cancer
and laukemia.

+

During the 1959 hearings by the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, Dr. Brues
made the following statement:

That we are on a reasonably secure basis
can ke illustrated if I rephrase the calcula-
tion T made at the earlier hearing, concern-
ing the apparent hazard of cigarette smok-
ing. In several countriés of Europe it has
been noted that the number of clgarettes
consumed 1s in direct proportion to the inci-
dence of lung cancer. If the radiation hazard
at low levels Is proportional to that at high

1
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levels, the same is possibly true of the ciga-
rette. Taking into account the present fall-
out levels 1t would follow thast they are abhout
as likely to produce leukemlis in an individ-
ual as two cigarettes a year tc produce a lung
cancer, using the worst guesses in each case.

At this point I should like to quote an
interesting passage which appears on
page 124 of “Our Nuclear Future,” 1958,
by Edward Teller and Albert L. Latter:

We may summarize in this way: The fall-
out effect is below the statistically observ-
able lmit., It is also considerably less than
the effect producerd by moving from sea level
to an elevated locatlon like Denver, where
cosmlic radiation has a greater intensity. It
is also less than having a chest X-ray every
year. In other words, we know enough to
state positively that the danger from the
worldwide fallout is less than many other
radiation effects which have not worried
people and do not worry them now.

Of course, many nuclear tests have
been conducted since Drs, Brues, Teller,
and katter made these statements in
1957, 1958, and 1959.

But current statements regarding fall-
out hazards refiect the same basic opin-
ion as that which was expressed by well-
informed people in earlier years.

For example, Dr. Willard F. Libby,
University of California, has this to say
about the biological effects of radiation
in “Nuclear Ambush,” 1963:

Whatever the extent of our ighorance of
the biological effects of radiation, we do

‘know that these effects are not unexperi-

enced by the human specles, even from the
genetic point of view, since it Is clear now
that persons living at high altitudes on
granite rocks always have received extra
radiation many times greater than is con-
tained in radioactive fallout frorn the testing
of nuclear weapons, and that even those
llving on certaln sedimentary rocks at ses
level always have received ten to twenty
times the present fallout dose.

Earl H. Voss, author of “Nuclear Am-
bush”—the test ban trap--says some very
interesting things about the dangers of
radiation from fallout. On page 10 of
the book, this statement will be found.:

Fallout radicactivity would have to de-
Hver doses hundreds of tirnes greater than
;Ehetspresent dose to produce detectable ef-

ects.

On page 21 of his book, Mr. Voss
makes this statement:

Natural background gives the average
individual a ‘7-roentgen racdliation dose
stretched over a period of 70 years. Falloud
gives him 0.2 to 0.4 roentgen over the same
70-year period.

Mr. Voss continues on pages 22, 23,
and 24 with these statements:

This excursion into the baslc science of
radiation has shown that the Lazard of nu-
clear test fallout is trifling-—3 to 6 percent—-
compared to background radlation hazards
the world accepts without question. How
distorted the thinking has become can be
made clear by comparing fallout with other
hazards, using some popular stetistical tech-
nigues.

Over the past 20 years, in the United
States, there have been six fatal accidents
and a small number of Injuries to atomic
energy workers from lonizing radiation. For
most of these 20 years automobile accidents
have been causing more than 30,000 deaths
per year. But each of the four radiation
accidents that caused the six cleaths among
atoraic energy workers has recelved world-
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wide, publicity; the fact that over 100 nuy-
clear-energy rkers hayve been killed in
! e agcidents alone during the same

- perlod has gone unnoticed, v
Smokestacks belch millions of tons of acid,
silicone, beryllium, lead, and- arsenic—all
-widely suspected to be cancer agents—while
sclentiste are slfting the alr for faint traces

~. of radicactive fallout. .

Living in a brick house gives a person 20
times. $he radiation dose one gets from fall-
out, . But world abttention hag been concen-
trated on limiting the strontium 90, not on
finding a substitute for bricks, There s no
known case of moving from a brick house
to_a frame house to avold radioactivity.

- Luminous-dial wrist watches give off as
much a5 10 times the radiation dose that
‘fallout produces, . ..

Science suspects automobile exhausts, as
1t suspects fallout, of producing cancer. But
1o one has suggested declaring a moratorium
on gutomobile transportation, or even mak=-
Ing a multimillion dollar investigation of
auto exhausts, . | . .

- Principally because of the fallout problem,
acience has been stimulated to learn much
more about radiation as a cause of cancer
and other health problems than it knows
ahout almost any other occupational or en-
vironmental hazard, Benzpyrene, for in
stance, was discovered in the early 1930's to
ke & powerful cancer-producing agent in
mice,  Combustion of petroleum by autos
ylelds more than enough’ benzpyrene to
produce a cancer hagzard. In large American
citles, there is so much benzpyrene in the
air that it settles on windowsills In meas-
urable quantities. But there has been .no
scientific Investigation of the hazard of benz-
Pyrene at low doses. ) . .

¥ On the east coast, the annual radiation
from mnatyral sources is about 0.1 roentgen

-~ Pper yeaf, while Denver and other large Colo-

rodan citles get about twice that amount
from mnatyral background sources. Denver
13 expanding despite this health hazard. And

" New York reports a higher rate of leukemia
han Colorado, presumably from causes other
than radiation, .

. Mr. Voss thus makes the point that it
Is misleading to urge that this recently
discovered factor—fallout—is the sole
cauise, major cause, or minor cause of
cancers, bone tumors, and leukemis
‘when ranged against “a whole spectrum
of causes and changes.” -
Mr. President, the Communists have
shown by their detonation of huge bombs
. that they are not worried about fallout.
However, they have been eager to build
up our fear of fallout to establish mo-
~mentum for a test ban treaty which
would be to their advantage.
I do not advocate that additional fall-
out would be beneficial, but I regret that
.much of fhe support for this treaty has
been generated by hysteria about dis-
- torted and exaggerated dangers of fall-

..oub radiation, |

Referring to the explosion of nuclear
bombs, Admiral Strauss said, at page
685 of the hearings before the Committee
on Foreign Relations: . o

Most, of those which have been exploded in,
the intervening years, the fusion type of
weapon has been Inyolved with relatively less
radioactive debris. The decay rate is not the
same for all types of debrls. Some of the
fission. products haye very brief half lives;
seconds and minutes. . Some of them have
many, niany years. S0 that it is impossible
for me as a layman to glve you a clear pic-
ture of the totality. But of this I am as-
sured, also on competent authority, that the
total amount of ragloactivity in the bio-
sphere, that is to say, the air and the waters
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and the land.é, which has resulted from nu-
clear testing since the first bomb was tested
at Alamagordo, i1s about 5 percent of the

.radloactivity experienced by people in the

world who live in the clvilized part of the
world where we have medical and dental X~
rays, and about 10 percent of the radioactiv-
ity experienced by the population of the

- world generally.

At page 686 of the hearing before the
Commitiee on Forelgn Relations, Ad-
miral Strauss said:

As I understand it, there is a great diver-
gence of opinion not only among the physl-
cists, as was pointed out this morning, but
among the geneticists. There are those who
regard the most Infinitesimal additions to
the radloactivity in the atmosphere as dele-
terlous. There are others who take the view
that nothing, definitely nothing has been
proved in either human or animal experi-
mentation that would warrant such an
assumption.,
~ I read testimony, I read a newspaper ac-
count of testimony befofe this committee in
which Dr, Seaborg, the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, stated, 1f T recall
correctly, that industrial pollution of the
atmosphere was & far more serlous threat
than radioactive pollution. We accept that
as & necessary component of modern life. I
accept the radioactive contamination of ‘the
atmosphers to the extent that it exists as a
necessary component of being prepared to
defend ourselves,

Admiral Strauss was referring to in-
dustrial pollution of the atmosphere, a
far more serious threat than radioactive
-pollution.

One final interesting reference to fall-
out is to be noted in g colloquy between
General Power and Senator JACKSON ap-
pearing on page 38 of the released de-
classified testimony of General Power:

General Powm. I am thoroughly famillar
with the radiation problem as someone who

-Writes a war plan and has to take this fall-

out Into consideration. I believe I have
evallable to me the opinions of sJl the ex-
perts. There is by no means agreement
among all the experts, but I do feel that,
as a general statement, in some areas the
danger of fallout has been greatly overex-
aggerated. I think the type of testing that
we have done or that we had contemplated
doing is well within the acceptable risk
limits.

It would be negligible, In relation to the
natural fallout you are subjected to at all
times, and that is what they are referring
}:0 In the difference between Denver and sea
evel.

Senator JACKSON. On this questlon of fall-
out it i1s well to mention too, General, that
as a result of nuclear tests the country be-
came consclous of practices that had been
indulged in by the medical and dental pro-
fessions, shoe salesmen, and 80 on. 'The
knowledge of these bractices resulted in cor-
rections that have helped to safeguard peo-
ple which would not have. been made other-
wise,

I think that this is a very Interesting point
because, to my knowledge, more harm and

‘more damage was being done by the careless

Practices, X-raying everybody for everything,
shoe salesmen with- the X-ray business for
the feet, and dentists with the harm that
many received as a result of poor practices
in the handling of dental X-rays.

If nothing else, we have made the country
alert to some of these practices that have
been definitely harmful,

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from West Virginia yield?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bayn

in the chair). Does the Senator from
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West Virgina yield to the Senator from
South Caroling?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am
glad to yield.

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator from
West Virginia is making an excellent
case in refuting the statements of those
who claim it is dangerous to continue to
produce fallout; and I commend him.

If the Senator from West Virginia will
bermit me to do so, I should like to place
in the REcorp the testimony of Dr. Fos-
ter, which appears on pages 632 and 633
of the hearings before the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Cer-
tainly.

Mr. THURMOND. It reads as fol-
lows:

Senator TxurMonD, Dr. Foster, on the
quetsion of the fallout to which Senator
BYERD referred to a few moments ago, that
seems to be the question that is disturbing
& great many people today who tend to favor
the treaty where otherwise they might be
agalnst 16, -

On this question, if T recall correctly, last
week or the week before some sclentists
made the statement that one would get
more radiaiton from living in the mountains
of Colorado than from fallout.

Dr. FosTteEr. That is correct, sir.

Senator TrurMoND. That is correct,

I believe it is also true that one lving
in a brick house would get 20 times more
radiation than he would get from fallout.

Dr. FosTER. Well, sir, there you are ahead
of me. I do hot know that because——

Senator THURMOND. Mr. Earl Voss, I be-
leve, brought that out in his book “Nuclear
Ambush.” :

Dr. FOSTER., Yes.

Senator THURMOND. And one wearing a
wristwatch with a Iuminous dial, as I have
on here, would get 10 times as much radia-
tion as he would get from fallout.

Dr. FosTer. T am familiar with the argu-
ments, sir, I do not know that a wrist-
watch——

Senator TaUrRMOND. Does that sound rea-
sonable? In other words, do those state-
ments sound reasonable to you?

Dr. Fosrer. It 18 true that natural back-
ground is large compared with the addi-
tlonal activity, radloactivity, assoclated with
fallout from all past tests. ’

Senator THURMOND. Isn’t it a matter of
fact that the fallout mentioned by some of
those who favor thig treaty, the propaganda
that 1s being disseminated and the bugaboo
that 15 being raised, that the fallout is im-
perceptible, and is of little consequence?

Dr. FosTer. I think, sir, that the problem
or the question of fallout is of insignificance,
of little significance, compared to the major
issue with which the development of war-
heads is attempting to deal.

Senator THURMOND. Whht people want to
know is this: We have been reading about
fallout, fallout in milk, and fallout in food
and resulting injury to the future genera-
tlon. Is 1t possible for this fallout to bring
about sterility and various other reactions?

I just want to ask you whether you feel
that there is danger to people’s health from
the little fallout radiation resulting from
the tests we have conducted?

Dr. Fosrer. No, sir.

Senator THURMOND. Your answer is “No”9

Dr. Foster. My answer is no, s

Senator THURMOND. Thank you.

I thought it might be pertinent to add
that to the citations the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia has pre-
sented in the course of his excellent

1
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pertinent; and I thank the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am
glad to yield.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for. yielding to me. In view of the fact
that T am compelled to attend a meet-
ing, I must interrupt him now.

During the hearings of the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee, 1
noticed that the Senator from West Vir-
ginia attended most of the hearings, even
at the expense of his work schedule,
which already was very heavy, indeed.
T observed there his intense interest in
the subject; and now I marvel at the
thoroughness and the completeness of
the fine speech he has prepared and is
delivering today.

T have had an opportunity to glance
through the printed copy of his entire
speech; and I find it both learned, in-
teresting, and sound. I predict that it
will not be, and cannot be; effectively
answered during this debate.

1 believe his speech is in keeping with
the very best stature and tradition of
the Senate in sitting as a special consti-
tutional body to consider treaties.
His speech is also in keeping with the
very fine stature of the Senator from
West Virginia, who Is not given to idle
talk; instead, when he brings a matter
to the attention of the Senate, his state-
ment is one of substance.

1 wish especially to commend him, too,
for the very effective way in which he
has dealt with the fallout question. He

_ has thoroughly demonstrated that even

when considered at its worst, the ques-
tion of fallout really has no bearing on
the question of the Senate’s approval of
the treaty. )

‘I pelieve the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has made that point more clearly
and more conélusively than anyone else
has; and I look forward with pleasure to
hearing the remainder of his excellent
speech. I thank the Senator from West
Virginia for it. v

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I am very grateful to the Sen-
ator from Mississippl.

THE TEST BAN WILL SERVE TO DEEFEN THE RIFT

. BETWEEN RUSSIA AND RED ﬁHINA

Mr. President, most of the differences
between the Soviet Union and Red China
- can be boiled down to one basic ques-
tion: How should the furthér prosecu-
tion of the Communist revclution pro-
ceed? 'The basic threat 1s too often
overlooked; the Soviets and the Chi-
nese have one sacred and irrevocable
goal: the destruction of capitalism, the
destruction of any religion which ac-
knowledges the existence of a Supreme
Being, and the destruction of all sys-
tems of free government. The Chinese
advocate brute violence as the means
for advancing the revolution, while the
Soviets are, at the moment, advocating
more subtle approaches, through *“peace-
ful coexistence,” with emnphasis on sub-
version, political machinations, and
economic warfare. :

The policy of peaceful coexistence
does not simply mean “you live there;
we live here.” It is, in reality, a sophis-
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ticated doctrine of aggresston, relaxa-
tion of tensions, retreat, and advance.
By no means does it approach the state
of genuine peace. Khrushchev, on Janu-
ary 6, 1961, described peaceful coexist-
ence as follows: :

Peaceful coexistence is the high road of
international relations between soctalist and
capitalist countries. The policy of peace-
ful coexlstence * * * is a form of intense
economic, political, and ideological struggle
against the aggressive forces of imperialism
in the international arena.

Thus, peaceful coexistence Is to be
construed as a continuation of the bat-
tle against our system ' of government
and our way of life; and it does not mean
that war has been discarded as an in-
strument of achleving victory.

The crux of the issie between the
Soviets and the Chinese concerns the
utility of war. Western observations
may have magnified this dispute out of
proportion, and may have reached hasty
judgments concerning ‘the Sino-Soviet
split. Some commentgiors have gone
so far as to predict that the Soviet desire
for a détente with the Wset stems from
the realization that the United States
and the Soviet Union will have to join
forces to contain Red China. However,
we should remember that a few years
ago Khrushchev and Tito were at each
other’s throats, whereas we have Jjust
witnessed 15 days of back-patting, folk
dancing, and general joviality between
Tito, the man who earlier was being de-
nounced, and Khrushchev, the de-
nouncer. This turnabout within the
Comraunist world may occur again in
the case of Red China. We cannct be
certain that the quarrels will not be
patctied up and that Sino-Soviet coop-
eration will not begin again. As a mat-
ter of fact, in the absence of any In-
spection right to accompany this treaty,
we will never be able to ascertain wheth-
er a nuclear test by China—which would
not he a violation of the treaty, inas-

much as China has not slgned it—was -

assisted by the Soviet Union.

The rapprochement we have just wit-
nessed between Mr. Khrushchev and Mr.
Tito may, indeed, signal a new and gi-
gantic offensive to bring about more
trade with the West. It was reported
that one of the major interests of Khru-
shehev in his tour of Yugoslavia was the
tangible benefits of Yugoslav_coopera-
tion with Western countries. It was re-
ported that the Soviet leader toured fac-
tories operated under British and Italiah
licenses as well as a plastics and chemi-
cal factory built with funds from the
U.8. development loan fund where he
observed firsthand the fruits of coopera-
tion with the West. Perhaps we will now
find Khrushchev seeking goods from us
that are in short supply in the Soviet
Union, such as computers, data-process-
ing machines, and other complex prod-
ucts. It would not surprise me to find
the Communists seeking a loan to help
the Soviet bloe’s Couneil for Mutual Eco-
nonic Assistance. Perhaps we will even
find the Communists seeking to discuss a
lend-lease settlement as a starting-point
for obtaining aid from us. This is not
improbable because the Soviet Union is
one of the very few countries with whom
a settlement on lend-lease accounts has
not. been reached. Or we may find that

t.
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the Soviets will launch a different type
of economic warfare, undermining West-
ern export trade by flooding choice mar-
kets with low-priced goods, possibly even
using Yugoslavia as a transshipment
post.

Mr. President, I wish that the present
rift between Russia and Red China could
be eonsidered deep, lasting and irrepar-
able. I doubt that the pages of history
will reveal such to be the case. It may
be quite possible, however, that, as a re-
sult of the freaty, Red China may feel
the need to undertake hostile acts
against the Indian subcontinent or other
areas 8s 8 manifestation of her Marxist
orthodoxy, and such hostile acts could,
of course, involve Great Britain and the
United States in the defense of these
areas.

Admiral Strauss as shown on page 691
of the hearings, had the following to say
about China and Russia:

Admiral Strauss. Well, I have the feeling
that the temporary breaches between dicta-~
tors are like those between monarchs in the
Middle Ages. They develop quickly and
they heal quickly, -and inexplicably. I
pointed out—I don’t know whether you were
here, Senator—that I had seen photographs
this morning in some of the dally press
showing Mr. Khrushchev and Mr. Tito em-
bracing. Not so very long ago they were
with daggers drawn. Who would know on
what day Mr. Khrushchev and Mr, Mao Tse~
tung would compose their differences?

It seems to me so flimsy & road upon
which to base our forelgn pollcy that I con-
sidered dropping it from my statement this
morning.

Certainly, Mr. President, all that glit-
ters is not gold, and the lessons of the
past should long ago have taught us that
the words of Lenin, the founder of the
Soviet system, have never ‘been deviated
from by the Communists in their drive
for world conquest:

We have to use any ruse, dodges, tricks,
cunning, unlawful method, concealment, and
veiling of the truth,

General LeMay voiced the same
opinion that was voiced by Admiral
Strauss. The testimony - appears oI
page 362 of the hearings. General
LeMay said:

General LEMay. I think they probably
have some differences of opinion. But I be-
leve that they are mostly on how to advance
world communism, and it s my opinion if
there was any real trouble In the world we
would find that very quickly Russia and
China would get back together again. They
do have a mutual defense pact, and I cer-
tainly think it would be invoked and operat-
ing efficlently if 1t was necessary.

Senator AixeN. If the United States had
trouble with either one of them, you think
they would get together agaln? If China
becomes very aggressive toward India or
other countries in southeastern Asia, do you
think Russia and China would get together
then?

General LEMAay. I think they would; yes.
As o matter of fact, China has a very vigorous
program in southeast Asla now. Rusaia
knows about 1t, and probably agrees with it.
THIE TEST BAN WILL CONTRIGUTE TO A LESSENING

OF TENSIONS AND BE & STEP TOWARD OTHER

AGREEMENTS AND EVENTUAL PEACE

Those who advocate the freaty as a
way of lessening tensions forget that the
very nature of communism suggests that
an atmosphere of tension is the desired
political atmosphere in which to press
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Commuynist goals. Nathan Leites, in “A
us to
the aftitudes and methods of our adver-
saries as follows: : o

TO Bolsheviks, the high tension is the
normal state of politics. 'Théy do not ex-
perience 1t as something that just cannot go
on, but rather as something that necessarily

" persists. What Westerners call a real agree-

ment seefs to Bolsheviks inconcelvable, It
is often predicted In the West that if partic-
ular issues * * * could be settled with the
Politburo, an easing of the overall tension

might ensue. For Bolsheviks, this does not -

follow. ~There might be less noise, but the
basic situation—the presence of two blocs

- attempting to annihilate each other-—would

be unchanged.
y EERREN Lo B - PRl
If the Soviets genuinely desired to re-

lieve world tensions they could easily do

50 by tearing down the wall separating
East Berlin from West Berlin, They
could ease international tensions by per-
mitting the reunification of Germany
through free elections. They could re-
lieve tenslons by withdrawing their
armies from the captive countries of
Eastern Europe. They could even go so

-far as to withdraw their men and arme-
ments from Cuba, These are but, a few

of the genuine causes of world tensions
and the Soviets could easily show their

~good faith by promptly acting to remove

these causes. And speaking of Cuba,
may I, parenthetically, recall to mind
that Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign
Minister who signed the nuclear test ban

“treaty for the Soviet Union, falsely told

President Kennedy on October 18, 1962,
that the missiles which had been sent to
Cuba were purely defensive. I quote
from President Kennedy’s broadcast of
October 22: ] - )
Only last Thursday, as evidence of this
rapld offénsive buildup was already in my

- hand, Sovlet Forelgh Minister Gromyko told
- me in my office that he was Instructed to

make 1t clear once again, as he said his
Covernment had already done, that Soviet
asslstance to Cuba, and I quote him, “train-
ing by Soviet specialists of Cuban nationals
In bandling defensiye armaments was by no
means offensive,” and that, “if it were other-
wise,” Mr. Gromyko went on, “the Soviet
Government would neve become involved in

- rendering such assistance.”

That statement was false. In other
words, the President meant that Mr.
Gromyko was a liar.

It is less than a year since attention

~was publicly called to this falsehood, less

than a year since the Soviet Union took
the world to the very brink of nuclear
war—less than a year since Senators
were notifled to attend briefings in vari-
ous parts of the United States in connee-
tion with the Cuban crisis. Yet, we are
called upon to consent to a treaty with
the nation, which so- recently demon-

* strated it still harbors the aim of world

conquest, signed by the very man who

‘lied to our President.

The free world has all too often been

~willing to accept at face value every ap-

barent shifting of Soviet lines in the ide-,
ological arena. Yet, shifting Soviet po-
sitions have just as often simply con-
fused the issue, compounded the com-
plexities, and created a climate of crisis
rather than a lasting'lessening of ten-
slons. Leites refers to the alacrity and
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burpose with which the Soviets are able
to change position. He says:

Westerners have often commented that
there is, in negotiating with the Soviet
Union, no common search for a solution to
common problems, no discussion in the west-
ern sense of the term; the Soviet delegates
elaborate or change their position in strict
isolation and then present it in dogmatic
faghion. They fairly take account of the
views and objections of the other side.

We must ever be wary -concerning

what may appear to be a concession or

a modification of position or retreat. In
this connection, Lenin wrote:" o
Revoluntionary parties must go on learn~
ing. They have learned how to attack. Now
1t Is time for thém to realize that this knowl-

edge must be supplemented by acquiring &

knowledge of how best to retreat. We have

" got to understand (and a revolutionary class

learns thig by bitter experience) that victory
can only be won by those who have learned
the proper method both of advance and re-
treat. (Works, Russian edition, vol. XVII,
p. 121.)

Stalin, in one of his lectures in 1924,
explained the purpose of such refreat in
this way:

The object of such strategy is to gain time,
to scatter the forces of the enemy while con-
solidating our own for a future advance,

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Since the Soviets
conducted tests in 1961 and 1962 and got
ahead of the United States in high-yield
weapons, I wonder whether they might
not wish to gain time-—to buy time—in
order to develop the weapons in accord-
ance with the knowledge they have
gained. Therefore, they may be tender-
ing the treaty for that purpose.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I have
no doubt that this is one purpose, if
they are indeed ahead; and I do nof
doubt that they are.

Mr. THURMOND. From 1958 until
September 1961, there was a moratorium
on testing. During that time the Soviets
prepared carefully and assiduously, then
suddenly broke the moratorium and im-
mediately went back to testing. They

gained time to prepare for testing.

They now have tested. It is highly pos-
sible that they wish to gain time to man-
ufacture the weapons with which to try
to destroy us during the pendency of the

treaty.

.Is there any doubt in the Senator's
mind that as soon as the Soviets feel
they are ready with their weapons they
will take the next step? It is a Com-
munist trick to take two steps forward
and - one back—two forward and one
back—for so long as they are moving
two forward and one back they are gain-~
ing. Does the Senator have any ques-
tion at all that when the Communists
are ready to proceed with their next step
they will not hesitate to violate the
treaty, abrogate the treaty, or pursue

‘some course which would force the

United States to abrogate the treaty?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I have
no doubt that the development which is
predicted by the Senator from South
Carolina will ensue, as I shall show later
inmy statement.

Y R
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The Soviets have frequently sought
release from international tensions in
order to be able to solidify and incre-
ment thelr warmaking or defense ca-
pabilities. Many people view the present
treaty as the first sign of dawn on the
horizon of genuine peace. ~Peace, to be
sure, is our strongest desire, and toward
that goal we must continue to strive.
But it may be timely to recall the Biblical
admonition: “When a strong man,
armed, keepeth his palace, his goods are
in peace.” It is equally necessary to re-
member that the Communists frequently
do not interpret words as we interpret
them, and this may be equally true of
the word peace. As to the evolvement of
peace from the signing of this treaty, I
call the attention of the Senate to a
reference, made by Admiral Arleigh
Burke during his testimony on the
treaty, to the statement of a Radio Mos-
cow commentator on August 1, midway
between the initialling and signing of
the treaty. Admiral Burke quoted the,
Moscow commentator as follows:

The argument that some newspapers and
politicians are harping on more and more
persistently is that Soviet policy is under-
going some changes. And some people even
go so far as to make the ridiculous. asser-
tion that the Soviet Union hag openly re-
nounced Lenin’s doctrine, and has actually
stated that war is impermissible as an in-
strument of policy. Facts do not back up
this absurd contention.

The Moscow commentator went on to
say: )

The Initialing of the treaty to ban nuclear
tests in the three elements is therefore a
direct result of the fight waged by the
Soviet Union for many years, and it is cer-
talnly not a result of any change in Soviet
policy, or departure from Lenin’s principles.

Admiral Burke continued in his own
words:

Hencs, it would appear to even the casual
observer of Soviet reaction to the current
state of affairs that the Soviets themselves
view the test ban treaty as a “victory for
the policy of peaceful coexlistence.”

Admiral Burke proceeded then to indi-
cate, as I have already indicated, that
“the interpretation of peaceful coexist-
ence is crucial.”

Peace, in the eyes of the Communists,
is but a masquerade under which war is
waged by new techniques. Infiltration
and subversion, espionage, propaganda,
the fear complex, group pressure, nu-
clear blackmail, all these and more, sig-
nify a peace that 1s not peace, a war
that is not war.

Referring to the argument being ad-
vanced with reference to reduced ten-
sions, Admiral Strauss, as shown on page
691 of the hearings on the test ban
treaty, commented thusly: :

Reduction of tensions. I am not satis-
fied—I am not sure that the reduction of
tensions Is necessarily a good thing. Our
tensions were very much reduced following
the moratorium and I can give you at least
one result of it. We abandoned our proving
ground in the Pacific, that costly installation’
there which had involved an outlay of many
millions of dollars, and a result was that
when the President decided very properly to
resume testing after the Russians had re-
sumed, it was a matter of months, some 7 or
more months, before we were able to pick

. Up Where we had lefy off,
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And so, genuine peace, that bright
erown for which mankind has so nobly
aspired throughout the ages, is as elu-
sive today as ever. Indeed, 2,000 years
8go, 8 humble Nazarene warned us that
the prize would continue to fiee from our
grasp when He sald, as recorded in the
24th chapter of the gospel according to
St. Matthew: ) -

And ye shall hear of wars and rumours of
wars; see that ye be not troubled; for all
these things must come to pass, but the end
is not yet.

For nation shall rige againgt nation, and

- kingdom against kingdom; and there shall
be famines, and pestilences, and earth-
quakes, in divers places.

THE TEST BAN TREATY WILL SLOW, OR SIGNAL
- THE END OF, THE ARMS RACE

Mr. President, the treaty, in the words
of Secretary of Defense McNamara, “will
not ehd the threat of nuclear war. It
will not reduce the existing stockpiles
of nuclear weapons. It will not halt the
production of nuclear weapons.” Addi-
tionally, the treaty will not prohibit the
use of nuclear weapons In war. It is
unnecessary to state that it has equally
no bearing whatsoever on the develop-
ment, production, and use of conven-
tional weapons.

The President of the United States in
his message to the Senate sald:

This treaty advances, though it does not
assure, world peace; and it will inhibit,
though it does not prohibit, the nuclear arms
race,

While 1t does not prohlbit the United
States and the Soviet Union from engaging
in all nuclear tests, it will radically limit the
testing in which both nations would other-
wise engage.

wWhile it will not halt the production or re-
duce the existing stockpiles of nuclear
weapons-— -

The President sald—

1% would be a first step toward limiting the
nuclear arms race.

While it will not end the threat of nu-
clear war or outlaw the use of nuclear
'weapons-—

He went on to say that—
1% can reduce world tenslons, open a way to
further agreements, and thereby help to ease
the threat of war.

Seeretary Rusk, on page 13 of the
hearings, stated:

This treaty does not affect the use of nu-
elear weapons In war. It has to do with nu-
clear weapon testing in time of peace.

On page 28 Secretary Rusk sald:

There Is nothing here that interferes with
the production of nuclear weapons, for ex-
ample, the deployment of nuclear weapons,
the use of nuclear weapons in war,

Seeretary Rusk sald, as shown on page
9: )

This treaty itself doeé not reduce weap-
ong In being or prevent their further pro-
duction. i

Mt. Khrushchev in his speech on July
2, in Berlin, expressed a similar under-
statiding. After stating the willingness
of the Soviet Government to conclude a

limited agreement banning nuclear tests,

he sald this:

Of course, an agreement on the ending of
nuclear tests, notwithstanding all the im-
portance of this major act, cannot stop the
arms race, and cannot avert or even sub-
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stantially weaken the danger of thermonu-
clear war.

Gen. Curtls LeMay, Chief of Stail of
the U.S. Air Porce, said this, as appears
on page 371 of the test ban treaty hear-
ings:

I would think—

Referring to the treaty-—
# would have no effect on the production
of weapons or the knowledge we now have.
Certainly Russia is going to produce all
the tactical weapons that 1t considers it
must have, as we would, of the kind we now
build. It may slow down the modernization
of the stockpile, if we want to speak of it in
that regard.

It quite possibly would slow dewn the re-
gearch and the advance in weapons of some
types.

General LeMay went on to say, as ap-
pears on page 401:

I dow’t think we are any farther or any
closer to a nuclear war with or without the
test ban treaty.

Senator ATkeN. I don’t think anyone can
answer that, anyway. -

General WaeeLer. I think you have to rec-
ognize this, Senator, that this test ban treaty
doesn't lessen the number of weapons in
stockpile, it doesn’'t change the production
of weapons, and I think we would all agree
that the threat is still the same. In other
words, I belleve the objectives of the So-
viets are still world domination. So you
have about six of one and & half dozen of
the other, I would say.

T read from pages 404 and 405 of the
hearings:

Senator CumTis. Well, now, the next ques-
tion has to do with money and may I pre-
face it so that the record will be clear.

I think we have to have the top defense
regardless of what it costs and I belleve that
the American people are of that opinion.
Never in the history of the Unlted States
have they kept up the degree ‘of prepared-
ness we have and the people accept it gladly,
whether it 18 an extension of the draft or
heavy appropriations and the rank and file
of people that I meet on Maln Street of the
towns of Nebraska, they want this country
defended and they are not complaining about
it. !

But just as a matter of information, if the
safeguards that you favor are adequately
carried out, is this test ban, would this test
ban, then be a moneysaver?

General WHEELER. On  the contrary, I

_would say, Senator, if I may offer my opin-
jon first. As I look at 1t, the mlilitary threat
to our security from the Soviet Union speci-
cally and from the Communist bloc in gen-
eral, iz not lessened In: one degree by this
particular treaty.

The safeguards also, in my opinion, are
going to cost sums of money over and above
the sizable military budget that the chair-
man pointed out this morning.

General LEMay. I would agree that the
military budget will probably go up as a re-
sult of the treaty, not down.

In view of what these witnesses have
said, therefore, Mr. President, I cannot
agree that this treaty will signal the
end of the arni} race.,

Even if both sides were scrupulously
to abide by the treaty, we are assured
that the safeguards stipulated by the
Joint Chiefs of Staft will, fortunately,
be implemented. Consequently, we say,
we will test underground aggressively;
we will maintain our laboratories in a
high state of readiness for the possible
resumption of atmospheric testing; and
we will improve our system of monitor-
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‘ing tests which may bé conducted sur-

repetitiously in violation of the treaty.
I think we can be sure that the Soviets
will attempt to exploit every advantage

_gained during the course of the post-

moratorium atmospheric tests. They
will exploit and press their lead in high-
yield weapons. Both sides will do every-
thing possible to develop and deploy an
antimissile missile systern. If, as it is
said, we are ahead of the Soviets in
tactical nuclear weapons, they will strive
to overcome our lead while we strive to
maintain it. As to the production of
conventional weapons, this will continue
unabated, and perhaps even be acceler-
ated. The end of the arms race is no-
where in sight and, in all probability,
will be as elusive as ever when the treaty
becomes a fait accompli.
THE TEST BAN WILL MAKE IT MORE DIFFICULT
¥OR RUSSIA TO CATCH WP ‘WITEl THE UNITED
STATES IN THE FIELD 0 NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

Those who advance this argument say
that underground testing is considerably
more expensive than atmospheric test-
ing and that, in view of the fact that
this will be the only environment in
which tests may be conducted under the
treaty, the financial burden upon the
Soviets will be such that they will be
inhibited from progressing as rapidly as
they would otherwise progress in catch-
ing up with the United States in the
field of tactical nuclear weapons. It is

“also said that we are further along in

the state of the art, insofar as under-
ground testing is concerned, and that
this will make it doubly difficult for the
Russians to cateh up. Of course, the
very nature of the Soviet society makes
it difficult for us to be absolutely posi-
tive that we are ahead of the Russians
in the development of tactical nuclear
weapons, It is possibly an assumption
based on another assumption, to wit:
That we have conducted more under-
ground tests than have the Soviets and
we have, consequently, made greater
progress in this area of testing. Dr. Ed-
ward Teller, in his testimony before the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommii-
tee, said:

It Is by no means certain that the United
States 1s ahead of the Soviet Union in the
knowledge of producing and using nuclear
weapons. In the fleld of blg weapons, Rus-
slan lead has been demonstrated before the
eyes of the world. In this category Russian
tests decisively outnumber WUnited States
tests.

In the category of smaller weapons, from
a few kilotons to a megaton, the known
Russian tests are somewhat fewer in number
than the American tests. It s possible, how-
ever, that we may have missed quite a few
Russian tests In this range. In the im-~
portant subkiloton range (deleted). There
is no objective justification tc assume, as is
usually done, that in this area we are ahead.

General LeMay had this comment, as
appears at page 391 of the hearings, with
reference to the oft-repeated statement
that we are ahead in the field of low-
yield nuclear weapons. His statement
was prefaced by this question, which was
put by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PASTORE] :

But T had asked you a question previcus
to that, and I asked you whether or not the
balance of power, nuclear power, was in our
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" eald 3t

" .Senator

" stang know? "

fayor overall against “the Russians, and you
as fn _our favor..

ped thiere, what have we got to

. -Genéral "LeMav . Well,
there, probably we wouldn’t
Tose. Lo ot e
But I wonder whether it s going to stay

there or not, and, in addition to that, this is
Just out estimate of The sithation. Our de-
livery capabilities;, T think, at the present
time aré befter than the Russians, That
doesn’t me‘;a’n*they are golng 0 stay that way.

'1 think We have mofe weapons and s great-
er variety of weapons now than the Riissians

have miich to

““have.. That doesi’t rilean it is going to stay

that way.

+The thing that worties me is that this pre-

" serves the Uncertaintles that we have in our

mind now fof as fong as the treaty is going

" 4o be in effect [delefed].

- We just don’t all know the things we would
1ike to know about tHe vulniérabilitles of [de-
jeted] systems [deleted].” ™™ ~ 7T
"PastoRe. Tan I Interrupt you
there, General? Do you think that i

Genéral LEMay. They may “khow & great
dea) more about it than we do, as a résult of

run, [Deleted.]
. ~'This bojhets me, arid ohe of the things that
I don’t 1ike is that 1f this Is true and they do

know motré than we do, they may know
©*_something that is vital. They may hdave

‘heen able to pick up a weakness in our de-

" fense system that they can exploit.

“There iy sbfé rédson for them wanting

" this treaty when they didn’t want it on two

oceastons before. What is 187 :
LeMay went on tosay:
disadvantages that we see.
ré possibilities and we certalnly have

tried to_gay fhat evén with the safeguards
that we have suggested that we have, that
certainly tatifying the treaty s not without
s risks. e
Now, I pointed out these other uncertain-
ttes, that we don't know. ~For instance,
[deléted] that the Russlans are ahead of us
the high-yleld” spectrum, we are about
equal in "the [deleted] megaton rangé, and

They ar

“we are dhead in the lower [deleted] range.

“*Now, I can't prove otherwise, biit I am very

stsplclous

- General Lelfay here was exprossirie his
stisbiclons as to the assumption that the

_United States s clearly in the lead in

the field of low-yield nuclear weapons.
Hesald; . . . . . .
_:Now, 1 ¢an’t prove otherwise, but I am
véry suspicious, beciuse we know [deleted]
that the Russlans wére planning s test pro-

gram [deleted] before they broke the mora-’
_tortum and started festing.

, ‘ [Déleted. ]
“Senator PASTORE, ! o
General LEMay. T
paring for if longer.
Now, when they did break the moratorium
and start their tesiing program, [deleted]

1 agree.

the size of the propram, and the comprehen~

t1s tride, I 1t {5 1h ot favor,

e last two, serles GF fests that they have

~"“shead of the Russians in

They may have been pre-"

e

ST TN SRS o e e
"Nowe will adrib [deléted] techniclans s
that the odds are against [deleted] but they
dlso say there 1s a possibility.

. .. Therefore, one of our key military

lf:‘ it “would stay men, Mr. President, as I have just read,

questioned the statement, and indicated

~-g strong suspicion that perhaps we are
not really ahead in the low-~yield nuclear
weapons field.

At page 407 the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrurcH] said: .

The area within which tests will continue
under the treaty, as I understand your testi-
mony, 1s in that fleld where we feel we have
the greatest experience and have made the
most advances; 1s that correct?

Of course, that is the low-yield nuclear
weapons field.
- . General LeMay answered:
We think; "I am not sure of it. I am
probably less sure than the other two Chiefs.
““RBut this 1s the general consensus of opinion,
but one that I worry a.bo.gt pavrrticullarly.
1, too, worry about it, Mr. President.
A point that should be emphasized is
that the test ban will render it impossible
for the United States to catch up with
‘" the Russians in the area of high-yield
. weapons because of the ban on atmos-
pheric tests, while the Russians will be
permitted, by the treaty’s terms, to con-

duect underground tests and, thus, catch

up with us in the tactical nuclear weap-
__ons field where we think we are ahead.
" In summation, we may be kidding our-
.selves when we depend upon our being

-small weapons, and I have no doubt that
--we are kidding ourselves when we argue
that this treaty will make it difficult for
the Russians to catch up in this fleld.
_History will show that the Soviets
" have ‘not been "disconcerted when con-
_ fronted with difficult problems. They

produced the atomic bomb long before
we thought they could produce if; they

- produced the hydrogen bomb long before

“-we predicted; and they launched Sput-

nik I, to our consternation and amaze-
" meént., MoreoVer, while our feats in put-
“#ting astronauts in “orbit have been re-
~-markable, the Soviets have excelled us.
- Who will say that these achievements
“have not been difficult’ or expensive? It
- ig obvious that they have required the
=marshalling of tremendous energy,
brains, and money.

The Soviets have shown that they can

velopment when they contribute maxi-
mum effort and emphasis to the task,
Additionally, there is always the pos-
gibility that the Soviets will make a
major breakthrough in nuclear tech-

- nology which will permit them to achieve

glveness of 1f, this 1s an area where We could” -substantial reductions in cost.

. -detect the explosions and learh sohmétling
about it. : o somevh

I caw’t quite swallow [deleted] that they
didn’t do, e%ually well in the lower ranges
‘where [deleted] what they were doing.
S foed to agroe— -

[ in the feld of Tow-yield mu-

- pletous, and there may be a possibility here
. they are ahead throughout the spectrum.

N

" great strain

Soviet national resources may be
““under heavy strain, but this does not
“mean that even gréater stress cannot be
put upon them. The Soviets repeatedly
" haye put their nationa] resources under
but this Has never inter-

orrihis to the statement that ~fered with their determination to securs

supremacy, for example, in space re-
- ~gearch and exploration. Yet, the Soviet
leadership evinced little apparent con-
cern that the Soviet population was
made to suffer through strictures on con-

sumer goods. As a matter of fact, the

the fleld of =

make rapid advances inresearch and de- -

eople of the Soviet Union apparently
have always been willing to make what-
ever sacrifices appeared to be necessary,
and I am sure that they stand ready to-
day to make whatever further sacrifices
are required of them by their leaders.
There are those who said that Cuba
would prove to be too expensive for the
Soviet Union, but that theory has thus
far proved to be false. As Adm,

Arleigh Burke stated in his appearance

before the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee:

Cost alone should not be the standard
measurement for our attempting to explain
what is. and what is not in the best interest
of any enemy nation. The use of criteria
which normally we would apply in attempt-
ing to clarify a given course of action for
the United States will be of little value when
applied to the motives or desires of a totali-
tarian adversary. Far to8 often the Com-=
munists have defied reason and logic to pur-
sue seemingly impossible objectives; and far
00 often we have made false assessments of
thelr ability or willingness to pursue those
impossible objectives.

Mr. President, I do not think that any
of us can be absolutely sure that we are
actually ahead of the Russians in over-
all nuclear technology. Yet, with few
exceptions, one after another of the wit-
nesses who appeared to support the

treaty stated it as his opinion that the-

United States now enjoys technological
superiority over the Soviet Union and
will, through its participation in the pro-
posed test ban treaty, maintain that
superiority. According to this argument,
parity between the Soviet Union and the
United States does not now exist nor will
it ensue in the foreseeable future. . Sec~
retary McNamara pointed out in his
statement that:

This prolongation of our technological
superlority will be a principal direct military
effect of the treaty on the future military
balance.

He referred to our technological su-
periority and said it would be prolonged
under the treaty. Yet at page 113 of
the hearing Secretary McNamara had
something interesting to note. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
had made this statement:

I would like to pursue that just a little
bit. You do concede in your statement that
insofar as the extremely large yleld weapons
are concerned the Soviets do have superior-
ity over us.

Secretary McNamara. Yes, sir; I do.

Senator PasTtorm. In the smaller tactical
weapons, which can be tested underground,
we ‘have superiority over them?

Secretary McNamara. I believe so, al-
though I can’t state that with absolute
certainty. -

Therefore, Secretary McNamara could
not say with absolute certainty—nobody
can say with absolute certainty—that
even in the smaller tactical weapons field
we have superiority over the Soviet
Union.

We are to believe, nonetheless, that the
treaty will insure our continued superi-
ority and the Soviets’ Inferiority for the
foreseeable future. The Soviets appear,
by this argument, to be willing to freeze
themselves in a position of inferiority
vis-a-vis the United States. If, In fact,

they have resigned themselves to such a

PR ‘- .
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position of strategic inferiority, it would
follow that they must have renounced
thelr goal of world conquest and the de-
struction of our way of life. But, as
Secretary of State Dean Rusk pointed
out in his statement during the hearings:
We have no basis yet for assuming a fun-
damental change in Soviet objectives.

" Moreover, the statement of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff emphatically points out
that, “We must not for a moment forget
that militant communism remains com-
mitted to the destruction of our soclety.”
It is hard to believe that the Soviet
Union would agree to a treaty, which, if
faithfully adhered to by all parties, would
guarantee the long-range inferiority of
. Soviet strength and the concomitant
failure to achieve Communist goals. It
Is interesting to pote, in this connection,
that on August 5, the day on which the
‘treaty was signed in Moscow, the official
Tass statement included this passage:

Does conclusion of a treaty banning the
tests alter the present balance of power?
No; It does not. The Soviet Government
would never have agreed to the conclusion
of such a treaty If it placed us in an unequal
position, if it gave unilateral advantage to
the other side. All this does not require
apecial proof.

As one can see, while we have heen
assured that we possess technological
superiority, the Soviet Union claims it-
self to be superior in nuclear technology.
This creates doubt imgmy mind that we
possess facts which really assure us as
to who is ahead of whom at this stage of
the game. As Adm. Arleigh Burke, U.S.
Navy, retired, stated, in referring to our
vaunted technological superiority over
the Soviet Union:

This superiprity has been claimed so often
that I fear it has become automatically ac-
cepted as being fact. What 1s not generally
realized is that this statement is not founded
on hard evidence, but rather is the result
of speculation. It is of interest to note that
the Soviets clalm to be ahead of us in nu-
clear weapons technology. Whereas this
claim need not be acecepted mnecessarily,
nelther s it possible to reject It unequivo-
eally.

Our own military leaders and scien-
tists state that the Soviet Union is,
without doubt, ahead of the United
States in the high yield range, and that
the treaty will permit the Russians to
retain the advantage in this field. At
the same time it will permit the Soviet

"Union to make gains, through under-
ground tests, in the development of tac-
tical nuclear weapons, a field in which
we are supposedly ahead. In other
words, we will be prevented from catch-
ing up with the Russians where they are
admittedly ahead, and they will be per-

- mitted to catch up with us where we

are presumably ahead.

THE TEST BAN WILL SLOW DOWN THE

PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Most persons will probably agree that
the proliferation of nuclear weapons may
be slowed as a consequence of the ban,
particularly among law-abiding democ-
racies which are friends and from which
we, have nothing to fear. Moreover,
scores of the nations which have signed
the treaty would probably never develop

nuclear weapons or become nuclear

powers In any event. The same cannot
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be sald, however, for Communist coun-
tries and dictatorships which may have
the potential and the motive and which
can develop nuclear explosives secretly.

As Dr. Edward Teller stated before the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee: ;

The only technical comment which 1s
relevant is the observation that the develop-
ment of nuclear weapdns is easy once nu-
clear materials are readily available, Start-
ing with the 1955 Atoms for Peace confer-
ence we have made 1t very sure that in the
course of time nuclear materials will become
avallable oh every continent. Once a coun-
try Is in the possessiont of a few kilograms
of plutonium simple experiments that can be
carried out in secrecy tan produce a small
nuclear explosion in lesg than 1 year. Such
small nuclear explosiong are sufficient to give
the needed assurance énd experience to a
country which intends tp use these explosives
on a relatively small scale.

The treaty will indubitably not prevent
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in-
sofar as Red China and France are con-
cerned. In fact, France is already a nu-
clear power. Red China is evineing the
determination to become one. Neither
of these nations has indicated a willing-
ness to become a signatory.

What Russia will do when France
progresses in the statg of the art remains
to be seen. Ome might venture to guess
that this could furnish the pretext for
Russia’s abrogation of the treaty.

Furthermore, the treaty will not pre-
vent nuclear weapons passing into the
hands of additional nations by purchase,
by loan, or by transfer. It will not pre-
vent or prohibit cne nation giving to an--
other design or production knowledge.
It will not prevent any nation from ac-
quiring the means to produce pluto-
nium—and possessiont of plutonium is
the key to the atomic homb. .

In the final analysis, it will not pre-
vent testing. In fact, the treaty tends to
remove whatever moral restraints pre-
viously attached to weapons tests by es-
sentially legalizing the testing of weap-
ons underground. Let no one imagine
that the treaty will fristrate the testing
of weapons by any nation which has
made a decision to become a nuclear
power, and which has allocated the re-
sources and expended them on the re-
search, development, and production
programs which must necessarily pre-
cede a weapon test.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE TREATY

Mr. President, I now proceed to the
main arguments against the treaty, as-I
see them. I am opposed to the treaty

“mainly for the following reasons:

First. The treaty is difficult of exact
interpretation, i

Second. There is danger of clandestine
testing by the Soviets.

Third. There is danger of surprise ab-
rogation by the Soviets. : .

Fourth. The treaty will result in eu-
phoria in the West. )

Fifth. Military superiority will shift to
the Soviets. . )

Now I shdll attempt to elaborate upon
each of these. i

THE TREATY 18 DIFFICULT OF EXACT
INTERPRETATION

On July 26, 1963, a New York Times

correspondent quoted a State Depart-
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ment source as having stated that the
wording of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
was “disturbingly imprecise.” It is diffi-
cult to disagree. For example, under the
terms of the treaty, what constitutes an_
“underground” test? Much depends on
the interpretation of ‘“‘underground.”
Must an “underground” test be one that
is totally confined? Shallow tests con-
ducted just beneath the surface. may
produce much more valuable informa-
tion than tests at greater depths. Such
shallow tests are also more economical.
Yet, what is mean by “underground”
tests may be open to question. In the
report of the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations, September 3, 1963, page
22, Secretary of State Rusk is quoted as
saying: -

Obviously this treaty permits a elear un-
derground test where the explosion is under-
ground, where the testing apparatus is basesd
on that phenomenon, and I would think we
woilld not think that it applied to a surface
explosion which was christened by a few
shovelfuls of dirt.

But even though venting accompanies
a low-yield underground explosion it
cannot necessarily be detected, identi-
fied, or verified. What then will be the
Soviet definition of “underground” and
will it be broader than the U.S. defini-
tion?

The question of what constitutes sn
“underground’” test may, however, be
purely academie. The pressure of world
puklic opinion may be brought to bear
as a reason for the cessation of under-
ground testing even though permitted
by the treaty. Already the Soviet Union
has laid the groundwork for a psycho-
logical warfare campaign to keep the
United States from carrying out what
is provided for by the treaty. The of-
ficial Soviet news agenecy Tass on August
30, 1963, stated that the recent under-
ground test in Nevada violated the
“spirit of the treaty.” The Communists
are quite aware of the esteem in which
any treaty is held by the people of the
United States. They understand that
our respect for the law is such that we

‘will live up not only to the words of a

binding treaty, but will lean over back-
ward in order to avoid violating even
the spirit of a binding treaty. They
understand the American penchant for
thinking along legalistic lines and re-
member how much faith we placed in
the Kellogg-Briand treaty for the re-
nunciation of war. To the Soviets a
disarmament treaty is a paper bullet,
& technique of psychopolitical struggle.
As President Kennedy has aptly said, the
Soviet idea of diplomacy is:

What’s mine is mine, and what’s yours is
negotiable.

Several other ambiguities are sprin-
kled throughout passages of the treaty.
Admiral Arleigh Burke, in his testi-
mony, indicated that he is concerned
lest the words ‘‘underwater, including
territorial waters or high seas” might
not be interpreted by the Soviets to in-
clude “internal waters.”” My own in-
terpretation would be that “underwater”
includes internal waters. But there is
room for debate, argument, question,
and misunderstanding.
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‘According to Adm1ra1 Bul_-ke. ‘
> Tests 1y {pternal watérs, under the present
Wording of the treaty and under at least one
interpretation of international law, would

be regarded as underground tests” and,

-therefore, permissible if radioactive debris

- is not c‘ieposited outside national boundaries.

+Otherwise, the treaty would need provisions

. “for inspe tion to détect against inland un-

ting. And if testing underwater
in an inl lIake ‘is permissible, in what
~other Waters might it also be permissible?

Admxra,l Burke, on page 13 of “his pre-
-pared statement, also raised a question
concernlng the interpretation of “terri-
" torial waﬁers" 88 alluded to in the
. treaty:

‘We have a meaning for
“Syaters,” but it Is doubtful that the Soviets

would ~ entertaln the same meaning. In -
resentative sampling of the writ-

fact, & Te
nternational lawyers would give
avidence to the fact thaf they either re-
‘frain from using the. term or disagrée to
its meamng when they do use it. We would
" probably agree ‘with’ the definition that ter-
- Titorial waters are those included ‘within a
~“definite, maritime zone or belt adjacent to a
- Btate’s territory. The Soviets would salso
use this deﬂnition if it were clearly suitable
- o thelf purposes, Fegardless of thelr pres-
ent interfions, .

CBUb since the“term is amblguous, ahy

_party 1s free to adopt his own definition.
There obvlously cahnot be, in the present
case, a mutually ‘agreed definition of the
term "texritorlal waters,” since we have been
gesured that this treaty constitutes™the en-
tire agreement

Other. unportant areas of rmsmterpre-

“tatlon are clearly in evidence as was
manifested during the entire course of '

the hear‘, gs. Careful reading of the
hearings wil] reveal that many Senators
were not satisfied that the United States
- may be permitted to use nuclear weap-

-onsin war.

Ever former Pres1dent Eisenhower was
not satisfied with the terminology of the
treaty on this point.

Mr. President, my concern-is that the
'Unlted States will be overly cautious in
its 1nterpretat1on of the treaty In aé-
tual practice, therefore, our progress
- under the treaty will be inhibited by the

fear that we will be charged with a vio—’

lation thereof whereas the Soviets, on

‘the other hand will not suffer from such
inhibitigns. As a matter of fact, the very
nature of a closed society, such as theirs,
“will encourage them to undertake viola-
tions of the treaty in the expectation
that those violations cannot be detected,
1dent1ﬁed and verified. Otur past be-
__havior reveals precedents of the exercise

of excessive caution in interpreting

agreements As 'a matter of fact, we
used excessiye caiition in observing the
voluntary ‘moratorium during the years
. 1958-61, 'That agreement was not even
8 treaty, In _order to avoid alarming the
Russians,  however, we refrained from
“making adequate preparatlons for the
\ rﬂ:g‘ﬁion of nuclear testing. As a re-

preparea

', 2. THERE 15 DANGEI:!. OF CLAN’DES'I‘!NE T‘ESTING BY

,that there are real risks of clan-
biit they find reasons to

“territorial’

flt, the s Russian ‘atmosphieric explosions
:ln the fall of 1961 caught us only Weakly

risk, or to resolve every
doubt in favor of the treaty. Secretary
McNamara, for example, stated:

While tests at extreme ranges are a tech-
nological possibility, they would involve years
of preparation plus several months to a year
of actual execution, and they could cost hun-
dreds of millions of dollars per successful
experiment.

Are we not forgetting the patience of
the Communists, their skill in space, and
their willingness o put as much of their
resources as necessary into their efforts
to achieve military supremacy over the
United States?

.Becretary McNamara then pointed out
two more possible loopholes for cheat-
ing. He said:

Over the U.S.8.R. or Communist China,
only very Iow-yleld tests, with quite limited
objectives, could have a good chance of es~
caping discovery. These tests could not pro-
duce significant advantages.

In certain remote parts of the world such
as the South Pacific the threshold of evasion
of geophysical detectors in the upper atmos-
phere will be somewhat higher and the
chance of récovering a debris sample might
be rather small, However, it Is most un-
likely that the Soviets will try to take ad-
vantage of this situation. An upper atmos:
phere tést would be diificult to perform from
shipboard and might require several vessels
properly deployed around the test point.
Preparations for such a test would be rela-
tively easy to discover.

In other words, this treaty has known
loopholes; but explanations, some of
which are admittedly plausible, as to
why the Soviets will not employ them,
may be advanced. I think we are un-
derrating Soviet cunning and the Soviet
determination to outwit us. On the
other hand, I think we are overrating
the Soviet fear of being caught in a vio-
lation and the Soviet respect for world
opinion.

The fact. that the Soviets have no
concern about the wrath of public opin~
lon is amply demonstrated by the way
they ended the moratorium on tests in
the fall of 1961, The Soviets knew in
advance that there would be loud pro-
tests throughout tHe world when they
resumed testing after the moratorium
which had lasted 34 months. Neverthe-
less, they did not hesitate to resume tests,
because they knew it would catapult
them ahead in their nuclear knowledge.

Even though the United Nations Gen-

eral Assembly passed, on October 27,
1961, by a vote of 87 to 11, with 1 ab-

stention, a resolution appealing to the

Soviet Union not to carry out its stated
.intention of exploding a 50-megaton

bomb, 3 days later the Soviet Union
detonated a bomb of .57 megatons, which
the United States has not yet matched.
World opinion, ergo, means nothing to
the Soviet Union, except insofar as it
may constitute a very useful tool agamst
the United States.

As 1o. our detection system, there is
ample evidence that it leaves much to
be desired. FEven if a very expensive

" detection system is ‘employed, we can

have no assurance that the Russians will

"not devise a_ way to successfully shield

tests from curiently known ~detéction
methods. The entire questmn of outer

“$pace testmg and detectmn is in the
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stage of mfancy, and it is nnpos.51ble to
predict how it will develop.

As shown on page 106 of the test ban
treaty hearings, Secretary McNamara
said: )

Over the U.8.8.R. or Communist China,
only very low-yleld tests with quite limited
objectives could have a good chance of
escaping discovery. These tests, we belleve,
could not produce significant advantages.

And on page 109, we find that Secre-
tary McNamara said:

I do not pretend that this or any other
agreement between great, contending pow-
ers can be risk free. Surely this one is not.
I cannot guarantee that we will detect any
single clandestine test the Soviets might at-
tempt; but Soviet technical and military
advisers cannot guarantee that we will not.
I am convinced that even undetected clan-
destine tests will not alter the basic mill-
tary balance.

. Supporting witnesses have indicated,

‘therefore, that there is not 100 percent

assurance that we will detect violations;
but, they added, neither is there 100 per-

cent assurance for the Russians that we
will not detect violations. In other
words, we are to accept the minimum
standards of adequacy. In effect, we

--are told that, so long as there is not 100

percent assurance that an attempted test
in space will go undetected, we are ade-
quately safeguarded. I contend that
when dealing with the Communists, we
must apply the maximum standards, and
must allow no loophole for evasion, for
so long as there is a single loophole, the
Communists will find it and will use it.

Secretary McNamara said—as shown
on pages 140 and 141:

Secretary McNaMmara. I would be quite
happy to go into it in length, but perhaps I
can simply say now we have a very substan-
tial capability through geophysical and oth-
er means of detecting nuclear explosions in
the forbidden environments. :

I don’t believe that we can say that the
present capability will give assurance of de-
tecting all such explosions or of ldentifylng
all such explosions.

We, therefore, are considering sugmenting
the present capability. Even after that aug-
mentation 1s made, if 1t is made, I don’t be-
lieve that we can guarantee that we will be
able to identify all possible violations of the
treaty, but I do strongly believe that the vio-
lations that may not be ldentified by the
present or augmented system will not shiff
the military balance of power.

So, in essence, we are told not to worry
about violations which may go undetect-
ed, because they will not significantly
alter the balance of military power.

As shown on page 673 of the test ban
treaty hearings, Admiral Strauss made
this statement with reference to the sig-
nificance of even one test:

A radical new weapon discovery or a break-
through in countermeasure systems, sudden-
1y tested and found workable, could put the
possessor nation in command of world events.

We ourselves were twice In that position,
first with our invention of the fission bomb
‘and later of the fusion bomb. Of course, we
never considered making such use of our ad-
vantage, but what if in the future the situa-
tion 1s reversed, as well it may be?

. For instance, 1t has been said that the.So-
viets might elect cheating with a single test
which might even escape detectlon; that we
could surely detect a series of tests but that
one test by 1tself alone would be of little
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significance, This unfortunately will not
stand up in the light of history.

We cannot forget, we should not forget,
that only one single test proved the atomic
bomb, and .one test proved the Pprinciple of
the H-bomb. If such radical invention is
made on our side of the Iron Curtain, one
that is provable only by testing it above
ground, the treaty will firmly bind our hands.

Thus paralyzed, we can only file the idea
away In a safe and pray fervently that the
same invention will not occur to scientists on
the other side of the Iron Curtain. Unfortu-
nately, there is a well-recognized and fre-
quently experienced phenomenon known as
simultaneous invention. It may operate
against us.

If the discovery—the breakthrough—is
made on the other side of the Iron Curtain,
13 there anything upon which to base an esti-
mate of the situation? Would the Soviets,
in that clrcumstance, or other circumstances
favorable to them, clandestinely breach the
treaty?

On page 186 of the hearings before the
. Committee on Foreign Relations, the
- Benator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
made the following statement:

DETECTING TESTS AT DIFFERENT ALTITUDES

Senator RuUsseELn. Mr. Chsairman, I only
have one or two questions that Y did not

get to this morning. I hope they were not

covered in my absence. If they were, Mr.
Secretary, I hope you will tell me if the
answers are in the record. '

On page 19 of your statement, in dealing
with the subject of atmospheric tests, you
sald: “In the upper atmosphere—-say above
6 miles [to 20 miles] high—the principal
purpose of clandestine tests would be for
determining weapons effects.”

Is there any difference in the ability to
test In that area, from 6 to.20 miles, than
on the surface of the earth, and still higher
in the atmosphere .

Secretary McNaMara, Yes, sir; there is a
difference—not in the ability to test—be-
cause none of the parties are allowed to test
there, but there is a difference In the ability

. to detect and ldentify clandestine tests. It is
more difficult to detect ard identify tests in
certaln bands of the atmosphere, particular-
ly in this band I am discussing—say rough-
ly from 6 to 20 miles, than 1t 18 to detect
tests In the low atmosphere,

Senator RusseELL. Of course, tests below
the 6 miles T supposg you can detect through
debris rather easily. That is our principal

- method of detecting them. .

Secretary McNamara. There are a serles
of methods used for that purpose. Perhaps
Dr. Brown could speak to them very briefly.

Senator RusseLL. Very well.

Dr. Brown. The techniques that I think
are of most Interest in this regard are the
acoustical signal, the electromagnetic signal,
which 1s like a lightning flash essentially,
and the debris. Al of them are applicable
below 8 miles.

In the band from 6 to about 20 miles,
the electromagnetic signal is suppressed
somewhat, and therefore you do not have
as many techniques, and therefore it 1is
somewhat more difficult. Debris sampling is
also harder to do, but it is not impossible,
Bo that even for tests at, say, 10 or 15 miles,
there is some chance of being able to detect
debris, But it isa smaller chance. And that
1s why this region Is of particular concern.

"On page 274 of the hearings General
Taylor referred to the risks and disad-
vantages in the treaty, and the fact that
the disadvantages will be ageravated by
illicit testing. He said:

Such disadvantage as might acerue to the
United States under conditions of honest
fulfillment of treaty conditions would be
ITurther aggravated if the Soviets success-

'
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fully tested by illicit expioslons In the atmos-
phere, underwater, or in outer space.

On page 282 of the hearingsbefore the
Committee on Forel Relations, the
Senator from Gepr; [Mr. RUSSELL]
asked the following question of General
Taylor: '

PRESENT DETECTION SYSTEM NOT ADEQVUATE

Senator RuUsseLL. General, one of the very
impertant elements 1nv§olved in the art of
detection by various methods of explosions.
Are you satisfled with the devices that we
have at the present time?

General Tavror. No,  sir. As Indicated
among the four safeguards, one of the areas
where the Joint Chiefs feel additional effort
should be expended is in Improving our de-
tection devices, and a review of our program
1s being conducted at the present time.

On page 324 of the hearings before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE] and
General Taylor engaged in this colloquy:

RISK OF CLANDESTINE TESTING

Senator LAUsCHE. You are also of the opin-
ion that by clandestine tests, Russia could
technologically aggravate these disadvan-
tages under which we will be laboring in the
event the treaty is adopted.

General Tavror. That is correct. We
would say they can do & certain amount of
clandestine testing if they want to and if
they are prudent enough to hold down the
level, thereby they can make some gain-———

On page 330 of the hearings conducted
by the Senate Committee on Forelgn Re-
lations Senator Youn¢ asked a question
of General Taylor régarding detection
devices: - ‘

Senator YoUuNG. And do you feel, General,
that 2 years from now or a year from now,
our detection devices probably will be more
accurate? : :

General TaAYLor. I am not an expert in the
field. I doubt that we could do 1t quite that
fast. But certainly in a few years we can do
distinetly better,

On page 331 the following appears:

General TavrLor. Well, T don’t dispute the
logic of what you say, Senator. Idon’t think
we military individuals can afford to assume
anything other than the worst in this par-
ticular fleld, and we did fake our position on
the treaty with the assumption that the So-
viets would attempt clandestine testing of
some sort. C

The CHAIRMAN, Do you mean very minor,
small tests which would be difficult to detect?

General TAYLOR. ¥Yes, sir. I would think
the temptations would be in the atmospheric
tests of small weapons, emall tactical weap-
ons, for example, or small tests which could
be extrapolated to apply to the antimissile
missiles. That would be the tempting area.

The CHAIRMAN. So small it would be very
difficult to detect. Is that what you mean?

General Tayror. That {s right.

The CrHAIRMAN. But it is in this fleld that
you feel we are very well prepared ourselves,
is 1t not? '

General TAYLOR. Well,- it Is in this field
where I don't think the gains that might
come from this kind of testing would have
ziny great bearing upon our relative posi-

on. i ¥

On page 395 of the hearings before
the Committee on Forelgn Relations, the
Senator from Califorrdia [Mr. KucHEL]
asked the following question of General
LeMay: ’ -

EFFECTIVENESS OF DET:EC‘I‘ION METHODS

Senator KuUCHEL. Gengral, just in lay
terms, is our detection qystem with respect
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to atmospheric nuclear explosions sufficlent-
1y efficlent so that we would know if there
were an attempted clandestine breach by
the Soviet Union?

General LEMay. The answer to that has to
be “No,”. because I don't think we can de-
tect every explosion that they may attempt
in the atmosphere any place in the world.

Now, we have some figures; [ am sure you
are familiar with them as well as I am, but
we cannot guarantee to detect every explo-
slon; no, sir.

On pages 418 and 419, Dr. Teller said
the following: ) .

Most of us belleved and the U.S. intelli-
gence firmly and wunequivocally predicted,
that the Russians will not have a nuclear ex-
plosion for many years.

The first Russian test in 1949 was & com-
plete surprise. Some of us got worried. I
got very worrled about the next surprise
that might be in store for us, and we started
out on the next step which the majority
of the scientists said could noi be done, the
thermonuclear explosion,

You know that within a short time that
succeeded, with an effect almost a thousand
times as great as the first explosion, and
that, in turn, was followed within a few
months with the Russians producing some-
thing that looked very much like a thers
monuclear explosion.

Again, in contradiction to all expectations,
to all predictions, to the explicit statements
of the intelligence community,

On page 448 Dr. Teller, with reference
to illegal and clandestine testing in space
as not being a reasonable proposition for
the Soviet Union, and as beirg something
that we can protect ourselves against,
said as follows:

Dr. TeLLER. I belleve that this reflects the
Secretary’s great rellance on intelligence. I
hope he is right. I fear he may not be.

Senator MuwnoTr, on page 241 of the
hearings, asked questions of Dr. Seaborg
concerning the detectability of an under-
water test:

DETECTABILITY OF AN UNDERWATER TEST

Senator MunNpT. Let me ask you a specific
question In.this fleld of detection. Several
people who have made a lifetime study of
gopolitics are concerned about the fact thet
while underwater testing in the Interior
waters of Russla In a lake as vast as Lake
Balkal-—which is 50 deep that you could use
it for submarines and so vast that it is vire
tually an interior ocean—4s barred by the
treaty. Do we presently have the means of
detection so that we could find out if they
vioclate the treaty in this area by iinderwater
tests, 8,000 or 4,000 feet under the surface
of the Wwater, In Lake Baikal in the interior
of Russia?

Dr. SeaBorG. No. We don't have the means
of detecting such a test by instrumentation,
by the methods of detecting nuclear tests
through physical means.,

Senator MuNDT. Does this mean that we
simply have to rely on the unsupported
veracity and word of the Russlans that they
are fulfilling their treaty in this area. We
are told by Secretary Rusk that 1t is intended
that the treaty prohibit underwater tests of
that nature In YLake Baikal,

Dr. SeaBorG. Well, T think that more im-
portant than that is that we don’t see any
great gain that they could make by making
such a test or tests and that the hazards
to the Soviets themselves are ccnsiderable in
contaminating the inland waters, and 50
forth.

I think that I would be motivated more by
that consideration, that 1t would be the sort
of test that wouldn’t bother me very much,
that there lsn’t a great deal that they could
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learn there that would be of concern to us
80 far as our natignal security is concerned.

Seriator MUNDT. The fact that underwater
tests are prohibited by the treaty would im-
- ply to me that they must have some value
“to somebody or they wouldn't be prohibited.

Dr. SEaBORG. Yes, they do, but the value is
an order of magnitude less than the value,
much, much less than the value of atmo-=
spheric tests.

Senator MUNDT. They do have some value.
. Dr, Seaporg. They have some value, yes,
very sj ecific Value, though, namely, “the ef-
fect of the nuclear explosion on a ship or a
subma.rlne.

T think it is apparent, Mr President, »

that, although we hope for compliance,
we cannot discount the probability that
the Soviet Union will violate the. treaty.
" The fmstratlng problem which will con-
front us, in this regard, will be that of
debectlng and verifying the violation.
" 3. THERE IS DANGER OF SURFRISE A,BROGATION
BY THE SOVIETS
. 'The fact that ‘the Soviets brazenly
broke the moratorium in 1961 demon-
strates more than the fact that they
- have no regard for public opinion. It
also warns us of another method in ad-
dition to clandestine testing by which

- the Soviets can Use this treaty to get

ahead of us. I refer, as I have already
Indicated, to surprise abrogation. - On
August 30, 1961, while the United States
" was offeling various concesslons at the
Cieneva, Conference to get the Soviet
Union to agree to a ban on all nuclear
tests, the Soviet Government simply is-
sued a statement gnnouncing that it was
going to resume tests, and 2 days later,
it conducted the first of a long, extremely
well-planned, highly advantageous test
serles. This ended a 3-year uninspected
moratorium which the United States
had unwisely observed in the futile hope
that it would encourage the Soviet
Union to accept an adequate inspection
system. Almost 8 months passed, fol-

lowing the Soviet abrogation, before the -

United States was able to resume atmos-
-pheric testing.

Just before the announcement that
the United States would resume atmos-
pheric tests, William C. Foster, Director
of the U.S. Arms Control and,Disarma-
ment Agency, polnted out the tremen-
dous advantages which were reaped by

- the Soviet Union 1n its surprise resump-
tion of tests in 1961. He wrote in a let-
- ter to the editor of the Washington Post
on February 9, 1962: \
While the details Would not be appropriate
- 1n this letter, it has become clear only in the
last month that the Soviets achleved some
substantial gains {n thelr test serles of last
- summer axd fall,
tage—that is, another long and intensive se-
ries, after a perlod of no testing on either
slde during which they extrapolated the re-
sults of these tests and, on that basis, secretly
prepared for new tests—might actually give
them a superiority in the anti-missile or
Qther strategic areas which thelr military in-
“terests wou d find hard not to explolt.

This treaty lays the groundwork for
. the exact same thing to happen again.
After the Soviet Union has analyzed all
its data from past tests and laid careful

plans for a new series, after our guard

" has been et down and our efforts have
Felaxed, after the American scientists
have performed aﬁ the work they can in

¥

One more such advan-
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the laboratones and ,through under-
ground tests and have been stymied by
the inability to conduct further tests, the
Soviets will simply 1 day resume testing,
leaving the United States far behind. It
would not be out of character for them
to ignore the 3-month withdrawal clause,
because observance of the clause would

give us an opportunity to prepare for a -

test resumption too.

‘The administration has contended that
it will protect the Nation against the
danger of surprise abrogation by keeping
its seientists active in the laboratories
and active in an underground testing
program, and by maintaining a high
state of readiness to conduct tests in the
atmosphere at any time. I question
whether we will be able to maintain such
preparations indefinitely, no matter how
good our intentions, especially after the
treaty has gone on a few months or years
gnd the Communists have succeeded in
getting us to lower our guard.

Only a year and a half ago, on March
2, 1962, when President Kennedy an-
nounced that the United States also
would resume atmospheric testing, he
pointed out the difficulties of keeping
scientists in a free society working on a
test series which might never be con-
ducted. He told a radio and television
audience:

We know enough now about broken nego-
tlations, secret preparations, and the advan-
tages galned from & long test serles never to
offer again an uninspected moratorium.
Some may urge us to try it again, keeping our
preparations to test in a constant state of
readiness. But In actual practice, particu-
larly in a society of free choice, we cannot
keep topflight sclentists concentrating on the
preparation of an experlment which may or
may not take place on an uncertain date in
the future. Nor can large technical lab-
oratories be kept fully alert on a standby
basis walting for some other nation to break
an agreement. This is not merely difficult
or Inconvenlent—we have explored this
alternative thoroughly and found it impos-
sible of execution.

Although the President was speaking
of an uninspected moratorium on all
tests, the same argument applies today
to the uninspected treaty which awaits
our decision, unless the American people

‘are determined, and remain determined,

not to relax in the effort to be prepared
for any eventuality.

‘We should also know by this time that

an intelligence community which was
unable to detect in time the conduct of
preparations, by the Russians, during

" the moratorium, for a resumption of

atmospheric testing, and which was un-
able to detect the shipment of offensive
weapons to Cuba until virtually the last
minute, cannot be depended upon to de-

- tect Soviet activities in anticipation of a

planned abrogation of this treaty.
With reference to the possibility of

blanned abrogation, I refer to Dr. Sea-

borg’s statement, as shown on page 208

‘of the test ban treaty hearings:

We must always remain alert to the fact
that one side may try to acquire a superior
advantage through violation or abrogation
of the treaty, The effect of such an action
on the- other partles is decldedly less where
underground testing 1s permitted and where

.an gctive program of worldwide nuclear test

detection is continued.
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"It does not seem possible to be forewarned
against a surprise abrogation. Even if the
3 months’ notice period for any country
planning to withdraw is given, it would pos-
gibly have been accompanied by an earlier
period of preparation.

General Taylor, as shown on page 274
of the hearings, referred to the possibil-
ity of an abrupt abrogation:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that the
withdrawal provision requiring 90 days’ no-
tice following a unilateral U.S. decision pro-
vides a satisfactory means of escape In case
we bhelieve our national interest is being
threatened. They are impressed, however,
by the possitblity of an abrupt abrogation
by the Soviets, followed by a comprehensive
series of atmospheric tests.,

As appears on page 319, General Tay-
lor further commented on the possibility
of an abrupt abrogation by the Soviets:

I doubt we will ever be sure that we can
detect the preparations and not be surprised.
We can hedge our stake, so to speak, by 1m-
proving our own reaction time. But beyond
that I would say 1t is impossible In my judg-
ment to upset the relative balance of power
quickly, as a result of something of this
sort.

General LeMay, on page 375, said this:

(The Russlans) have already sald they
would abrogate the treaty if-—at any time
they thought it was necessary. And I firmly
believe that they were conducting tests dur-
ing the moratorium “that we had. And I
certalnly have no faith that they will keep
their word in this one if they feel it 1s to
their advantage to do otherwise.

Secretary McNamara, on page 130,
said this:

It has led to the conclusion I just gave
that they will not adhere to any treaty when
they think it is contrary to their interest to
continue to adhere to 1t. It is for that rea-
son, among others, that I belleve we must
be prepared for surprise abrogation of the

treaty by the Soviets. .

At page 140, Secretary McNamara re-
ferred again the likelihood of a Soviet
abrogation:

First, I think we must be prepared for
surprise abrogation by the Soviets. As I
testified, I don’t believe they will adhere to
this treaty one moment longer than they
think it is in thelr interest to adhere to it,
and I can’t predict how long that will be.
So, we must be prepared for surprise abro-
gation.

Admiral Strauss, as appears on page
674 of the hearings, had this to say about
the planned abrogation of the voluntary
moratorium:

A distinguished scientist, who was a prin-
cipal adviser to our negotiating team in Ge-
neva, published an essay in August 1960,
This is a quotation from it: “I had the
doubtiul honor of presenting the theory of
the big hole to the Russians in Geneva in
November 1959.”

May I interrupt there to say that the ref-
erence to the big hole is a method for reduc-~
ing the seismic signal of an underground
explosion by decoupling. I continue with
the balance of the quotation:

“I: felt deeply embarrassed in so doing,
because it implied that we considered the
Russians capable of cheabing on a massive
scale. I think that they would have been
quite justified if they had considered this an
Insult and had walked out of the negotia-
tions in disgust.”

The Russian scientists for whose sensitiv-
ity our scientist had so admirable a regard
were not so thin-skinned, At that very time
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they must have been engaged in the massive
preparations for cheating on a massive scale.
In barely 12 months after the article ap-
peared, they staged a serles of tests which,
for length, and number, and size of weapons,
astonish the neutral and free world, and I
might interpolate here parenthetically that
we might not forget that the Soviets got not
so mich as a slap on the wrist from the
congress of neutral natlons in ‘whose very
faces, as It were, this serles had been ex-
ploded.

This “contemptuous breach of faith,” to
use the President’s appropriate adjective,
seems already forgotten by many Americans.
It took place 2 years ago, but we ¢an shorten
the focus in point of time,

On page 420 of the hearings, Dr. Ed-
ward Teller alluded to the surprise abro-
gation of the moratarium and to the test
results which followed:

RUSSIAN TESTS RESUMED—1561

In the summer of 1961 the Russians re-
sumed testing, In the late summer.

We know now that this test serles was by
far the most powerful, we have reason to be-
leve that it was the most powerful in the
whole history of Russlan preparatiofns, and
it was the most plentiful, the most repeti-
tious, the most solld ever carried out by any
nation.

I don’t think that any expert will disagree
with me when I say that this test series had
to be prepared for many months in advance,
and that the preparations had to be ex-
pensive, widespread, and should have been
open to Intelligence information, It s pos-
sible, I would even say that it 1s probable
that the planning of this abrogation took a
time longer than a year.

Yet on the day before Khrushchev made
his announcement our Government still did
not know that a test serles was impending.

Here is another surprise, another fallure
of us to predict what the future will bring
and what the Russians intend to do.

I;USSIAN ADVANCES——RESULT OF TESTING

As a result of this test serles the Russlans
made a big explosion. For one I can tell you
this was no surprise, I wish I could talk
about it more. It is interesting, 1t is slightly
relevant, 1t is classifled, but the Russians did
have & surprise In store for us, and that sur-
prise was their announcement and evidence
supporting that announcement that they did
make great strides toward missile defense.

In 1961, and in the simlilarly impressive
test series in 1962, the Russians had every
chance in the world to make the observa-
tiong in the atmosphere which are the firm

basts of any plan for an effective or halfway

effectlve missile defense, and I am saying
halfway effective in the most serlous way.

As to the amount of time that would
be lost, in the event of a surprise abroga-
tion by the Soviets, before we could pro-
ceed with atmospheric testing, Secretary
McNamara elucidates, on page 157 of the
test ban treaty hearings, as follows:

Secretary McNamara. I will glve you some
rough approximations. I think they are suf-
ficlently accurate to answer your questions.

I think we could test within approxi-
mately, or could carry out within approxi-
mately 2 months, proof tests. By proof tests,
I mean tests of previously developed weap-
ons, :

I think we could test within approxi-
mately 1 month thereafter—that is, a total
~of 30 days—technical developments. I think
we could carry out within approximately 3
months thereafter—that is, a total of 6
months, could carry out within that, ex-
tenslve effects tests.

Now, this latter answer applies from a
period 12 months from now and thereafter—
this because whether we have a test ban

‘placent and let down
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treaty or don't have a test ban treaty, an
extensive period of time is required to pre-
pare for complex effects tests.

Mr. President, if past actions of the
Russians have any meaning whatsoever,
this freaty 1s made to be breached, and
I believe that it will be breached. There
should be no doubt that its abrogation,
which even the proponents generally an-
ticipate, will be to our disadvantage mili-
tarily and possibly, politically.

TREATY WILL RESULT IN EUPHORIA
IN THE WEST

Mr. President, with reference to my
fourth point, that the treaty will result
in euphoria in the West, may I say that
the clanger of euphorig has been alluded
to by hoth friend and-foe of the treaty.
Secretary of Defense McNamara stated
this fear as follows:

Perhaps the most serious risk of this
treaty is the risk of euphoria. We must
guard agalnst a condition of mind which
allows us to become lax in our defenscs.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their po-
sition paper, presented during the hear-
ings, echoed this fear:

Thz most serious reseryations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff with regard to the treaty are
more directly linked with the fear of a
euphorla in the West which will eventually
reduce our vigilance and the willingness of
our country and of our allies to expand con-
tinued efiort on our colle¢tive security. If we
ratify this treaty, we must conduct a vig-
orous underground testing program and be
ready on short notlce to resume atmospheric
testing. We should strengthen our detection
capabilities and malntain modern nuclear
laboratory facilities and programs. Finally,
we must not for a moment forget that mill-
tant communism remalns committed to the
destruction of our society.

Adm. George W. Anderson, U.S. Navy,
retired, referred to “a public opinion
which must not for any reason he lulled
into an attitude of false security or com-
placency.” '

All scientific and military personnel,
whether proponents of opponents of the
treafty, urged that every precaution be
taken to carry out underground testing
aggressively, maintain the necessary
capability of our labaratories, and sus-
tain a high state of readiness to resume
atmospheric testing in the event of abe

4. THE

rogation, all of which precautions may’

be victimized if our people become com-
eir guard.

Dr. John S, Foster, Jr., said:

People and skills cannot be stored for
future use. In sclence just as in other spe-
clalties one must practice continually to be
effective. Ultimately the present genera-
tion of weapons technglogzists must be re-
placed by younger scientists who, through
experiments and theoretical studies, will also
develop the required skills * * *. Without
atmospheric tests, however, I doubt that we
can develop and maintain the requisite skill
in the important area ¢f the effects of nu-
clear weapons. Even our theoretical effort
in this area is likely to deterioriate without
the incentive of meaningful experiments.

Secretary Rusk, as ishown on page 30
of the test ban treaty hearings, referred
to his fear of euphoria in this manner:

Quite frankly we here are concerned, we

and the free world are concerned, that this
treaty not itself lead to the kind of euphoria
we cannot sfford in the present sltuation.

i
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Secretary McNamara, on page 109 of
the hearings, displayed a similar concern
regarding euphoria:

Perhaps the most serlous risk of this
treaty is the risk of euphoris. We must
guard against a condition of mind which
allows us to become lax in our defenses.
This agreement 18 a product of Western
strength—ot the military buildup which
I described to you earlier. PFurfher progress
in arms control arrangements with the So-
viet Union—progress which we all want to
make—depends critically on the mainte-
nance of that strength.

Then, as appears on page 124, Secre-
tary McNamarsa reiterated his concern:

I want to mention agaln, however, the
point I ratsed in the latter part of my state-
ment when I emphasized the danger of re-
laxation of our security measures, the danger
of euphoria, the danger that could easily
lead to a reduction in military budget, and
a reduction in our military strength actions
which I think at this time are quite unde-
sirable. ’

Dr. Seaborg added his comment, as ap-
pears on page 208 of the hearings:

Public recognition of the need for strong
laboratories and of the contributions made
by the scientists 1s necessary.

At page 273, General Taylor's warn-
ing regarding euphoria was voiced by him
as follows:

Finally, they believed that account must
be taken of the dangers of any relaxed mili-
tary effort by the United States and our al-
lies; hence, that ratification of the treaty
should be accompanied by evidence of a clear
intent to maintain and improve the military
posture of the West.

At page 275, General Taylor elaborated
further regarding euphoria:

The most serious reservations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff with regard to the treaty are
more directly Mnked with the fear of a-eu-
phoria in the West which will eventually
reduce our vigllance and the willingness of
our country and of our allies t0 expand con-
tinued effort on our collective security.

General Taylor, at page 276 of the
hearings, continued, with reference to
euphoria:

I think it may.be a serious problem, Mr.
Chairman. Certainly X am encouraged by
the statement of the leaders of our Govern-
ment at this time as to their cdetermination
to effect the safeguards that have been men-
tioned in my statement. As the years go by,
however, I think we may lose sight of the
fact that the Communist bloc has not
changed its overall objective.

General LeMay, at page 379, refering
to euphoria said:

Well, we feel 1 we follow these courses
that we recommend that we can reduce the
risk to an acceptable proportion.

But I am frank to admit that I do worry,
considering my experience In this fleld, that
we may get-complacent and drop our safe-
guards programs down {o a level that I would
consider insufficient.

At page 403, General LeMay sald:

Well, certainly this lsn't beyond the realm
of possibility.

He was refering to euphoria.

I think it is probably weil known by Khru-
shchev as well as all the rest of us that we
have a tendency to become complacent from
time to time. And let down our guard. We
have done that many times In the past.
Whereas they-—
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_TheRusslans— . — :
Whereas they can control things lke that
[deleted). o

This could be a deliberately planned pro-
gram In that regard, to get us to drop our
guard down and this is one of the things
that the Chiefs have worried about, that we
will get such a treaty and then become com-
placent about 1t and not maintain the neces~
Bary s‘afeguards. _ o e

Mr. President, the candidly expressed
.. Tears of the witnesses whose statements
-.I have just quoted may materialize, to
-our country’s disadvantage, in the course
of future events. . .
.. Eternal vigilance on the part of the
Congress, the executive branch, and the
people will indeed_be the price if we are
to retain owur cherished liberty. The
same vigilance will be required by the
other Western Powers, because, if we
ratify this treaty, there is cause to fear
that the underlying sense of urgency
which led to the creation of NATO and
which sustains NATO today may suffer
& gradual erosion which will lead to the
final collapse of Western unity and the
Western will to resist. .

. Of course, the Soviets may, for reasons
unknown to us at the moment, live up
“to the provisions of this treaty, at least
. for awhile, just as they faithfully ob-
served their nonageression pacts with
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia for awhile
before committing acts of ageression
against those countries,. But we shall
have to be all the more on our guard,
lest we be._enticed, by virtue of their
doing so, to begin the descent into the
“maelstrom of, in effect, unilateral dis-
armament. . o
5. MILITARY SUPERIORITY WILL- SHIFT TO THE

. . _BOVIETS

It is not .a
treaty constitutes a risk to the continued
military superiority of the United States.
“The following reasons are stated to sub-
stantiate this apprehension:

First. The United States will be unable
to overcome Russig’s lead in high-yield
weapons. ) . o

- Becond, The door would be closed to
a further identification of problems of
which we may be entirely unaware at
this time, . . .

Third. We would be unable to proof
.test our weapons systems. . .

-Fourth, We would be prohibited from
‘acquiring: informatign concerning weap-
ons effects upon wegpons systems,

A, THE UNITED STATES WILL BE UNABLE TO
OVERCOME RUSSIA’S LEAD IN LJHIGH-YIELD
'WEAPONS s e

.. We have been told by expert witnesses

during the hearings that the U.S, weap-
ons laboratories are capable of develop-

g and stockpiling weapons with yields

greater than 50 megatons without fur-

ther atmospheric experimentation. It
goes without saying, however, that we

"+ would not be able to test such weapons,

and ‘“their weight and size would be
Incompatible with any .existing or pro-
gramed missile delivery vehicle,” T think
that military opinion, generally, in this
country has heretofore ruled out the ne-
cessity of a weapon_ of this size. It is
wotth. noting, however, that unanimity
does not exist on this matter, and that
1t 1s undergoing a reevaluation. '

’

groundless fear that:‘ the’
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Gen, Curtis LeMay, on page 350 of the
hearings, answered the question as to
whether he sees any military need for a
50- or 75-megafon bomb:

Yes, sir; I do. The Joint Chiefs have
already recommended we go ahead with the
development work on a large-yield bomb.

General LeMay was then asked the
question: Is this a new policy?

He answered by saying:

It is not new as far as I am concerned.
I asked for, the Air Force asked for, a high-
vield bomb as early as 1954.

General LeMay then went on to in-
dicate that his reference to “a high-yield
bomb’ meant “over 50 megatons.”

General Power, commander of the
Strategic Air Command, expressed g
similar need for a big bomb:

In the field of high yield weaponry, I feel
that the Soviet Union now has a technical
lead as a result of their tests in 1961 and
1962. 'They have a lead in their weight-to-
yleld ratio in the big bomb categories, and I
feel that we should overcome that lead. You
can only do this through testing In the at-
mosphere in my opinion, -

* » L] L] .

However, again as we discussed earlier, 1f
Wwe are going to build such a weapon and put
it in our arsenal, I would like to test 1t. I
would like to know that I can depend on it

from an actual test rather than on the basis .

of a theory or an extrapolation. I think the
stakes are much too serious to deal with
theoretical information. I think what we
nieed are cold hard facts,

In answer to a question as to whether
or not, as time goes on, the requirement
for high-yield weapons goes up, General
Power replied thusly:

It could, One of the things about strate«

glc war planning is that you have to have
flexibility. You cannot predict what some-
thing is going to be 4 or 5 years from now,
You must be able to react to any situation.
You must have the full spectrum of tactics
covered and the full spectrum of weapons
because ours is the role of retaliation, the
most difficult role.

General Power, therefore, indicated
the necessity of our having a fexibility
of choice so that we might be prepared
fo deal with all foreseeable moves that
an enemy nation might make. .

B. THE DOOR WOULD BE CLOSED TO A FURTHER

IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEMS OF WHICH WE

MAY BE ENTIRELY UNAWARE AT THIS TIME

Aside from the problems which we see
inherent in this test ban, there are un-
doubtedly problems which will not come
to our attention except through atmos-
pheric testing. 'The Russians, in their
very comprehensive atmospheric tests
following the moratorium, may have
identified such problems and may have
acquired information, which we do not
possess, leading to the solution of those
broblems, all of which could enable them
to make a vital breakthrough in nuclear
technology that would wrest superiority
from us. Dr. John &8. Foster, Jr.,
touched upon this during his testimony:

In being specific we can deal only with
those problems which have already been
identified. Of equal concern to me in the
long run are those problems which have not
yet been identified and that will surely arise
in the future. The way In which the test
ban would affect our relative ability to solve
these future problems is Impossible to an-
ticipate. The best we can do is to extrapo-

g
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late on the basls of our experience, to
examine what we have felt was essential in
the past. * * » Moreover, we have to reckon
with the fact that in an expanding tech-
nology, vigorously pursued, there frequently
result abrupt increases In scientific knowl-
edge—rapidly reflected in military capa-
billty—which could upset the balance of
power. * ¢ * The proposed treaty would
iimit not only our knowledge of the actual
state of Soviet military development, but
would also restrict our knowledge of what
may even be technically possible. Specifi-
cally, this requires that the United States
explore vigorously -all areas of technology
critical to our security. Failure to do this
would add to the uncertainties concerning
our relative strength, and force us to choose
between either an:increase in risk to our
security or a further Increase In our level of
armament,

General Power, in referring to Russia’s
comprehensive test program following
the moratorium, had this to say:

And it was a very comprehensive test pro-
gram. The magnitude of it showed thelr
interest in these weapons,

To me that was very significant, not the
fact they had tests but the magnitude of
these tests. It didn't indicate that this was
information in which they were only slightly
interested.

They must have attached vital importance
to it in order to have & test program of this

_magnitude.

In answer to a question as to wheiher
the United States accomplished as much
“in proportion” during our atmospheric
tests as did the Russians in the course of
their tests following the moratorium,
General Power answered in this man-
ner:

No, I don’t agreed with that statement.
‘We discovered, things, but one of the most
important things I think we discovered is
the great void in our knowledge.

Admiral Anderson expressed the same
fear in this way:

I think that it is also prudent to caution .

that we do not know the Pbrecise extent to
which the U.S.8.R. can advance in nuclear
technology and in augmentjng its overall
nuclear capability as a result of the most
recent series of tests conducted by
them. * * * Further, with respect to the
military aspects, I would caution against
any suggestion that nuclear technology will
remain statie; that prevailing offensive or
defensive balance of forces cannot change;
or that nuclear parity with the U.S.SR. could
be acceptable in the security interests of the
United States.

C. WE WOULD BE UNABLE TO PROOF-TEST OUR

WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Grave fears were expressed during the
hearings with reference to our inability,
under the treaty, to proof-test our nu-
clear weapons. Dr. Foster's statement
is an illustration: '

Perhaps the starkest of these other wor-
ries is that we will not be able to proof-test
our weapons sysiems. Missile systems for
offense or defense are extremely complex,
yet must funection not only under the ideal
laboratory conditions in which they are usu-
ally tested, but also under the most adverse
condltlons—those of nuclear war. I know
of simpler systems which have not per-
formed as expected—or which have actually
falled—when proof-tested in environments
which are far better understood than that

“of a hostile nuclear situation. Technical
people have had this experlence not once but
many times. That the exact nuclear en-
vironment for missiles, missile sites, and re-
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entry vehicles probably cannot be completely
duplicated even without treaty restrictlons
js ot an argument for no atmospheric tests
whatever. We can obtain a much better
understanding of the situation with nuclear
experiments in the atmosphere than without
them,

Admiral Strauss, at page 872 of the
test ban treaty hearings, expressed the
need for testing in this way:

TESTING FOR COMPATIBILITY OF WARHEADS TO
BYSTEMS

~ 'There are, as you know, other purposes
in testing besides the speclalization and the
improvement of weapons. We test to be sure
that the weapon and its carrier—originally
only the manned bormber and now also the
missile—will function toegther as a depend-
able system. Even if weapon development
should be frozen in its present state, there
18 no warranty for assuming that the car-
rier of the weapon may not be, and most
probably will be, a8 revolutionary in the fu-
ture as the gulded missile and the Polaris
submarine are today by compartson with the
atate of military art only 10 short years ago
when netther of these existed.

When these new devices are invented, they
can only be dependably mated to the weapon
by testing. Thelr theoretical compatibility
with the weapon will be too uncertain to rely
upon. :

General Power alluded agaln and again
to the necessity of proof testing our
weapons: .

1 have some * * * different types of nuclear
weapons in the Strategic Air Command
arsenal. None of them have been tested op-
erattonally from stockpile to detonation. I
think this is & mistake. I think they should
be tested. ’

The only way you can prove & weapon sys-
tem is to take it out of the stockpile in a
random pattern and let the tactical unit
take it out and detonate it. If you haven't
done this, there s always a chance that
something has happened that we won't dis-
cover until too late. * * * The polnt I am
. making is that, unless you test the very thing

that 18 In your arsenal, you ére mever cer-
tain, and the stakes are so high I feel we
must be certain.
- * L g * *
' We have not tested any of the operational
warhesds in our Inventory. “That includes
the nilssiles and the bombs.
. ~. . Tow .
A ecertaln amourt of jnformation can be
prrived at in underground testing. * * * But
you nevér know until you adtually test in
the environment full scale whether or not
you have solved the problet. Maybe you
have oversolved it and pay too heavy &
penslty. The sensible way to'do 1t 1s to test
it in the nuclear environment.
L3 g * E

But with the RV coming back Into tHe

atmosphere, it depends whefher you attack
1t ‘outside of the atmosphef®, you have ‘&
Gifferent heating problem. As soon as the
RV enters the attmosphére, It is being sub-
jected to additionsl terrific héat. Now 1f you
add pressure under fhgse conditions, what
happens? And the only way you can really
test 1t is In the réal environment.

General Power further referred to
testing as necefsary” “in érder to get a
higher confiden¢e fattor that you have
s valld war plan fof-one thing, and thét
you have a credible military capability,
and that you can react ufider all of the
various conditions that Fou' are faced
with in retaliation, and not only that,
but also that you can cofivince any po-
tential aggressots that-you have all this.
So it must be a proven cpability. You

o
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ean see the danger when you are specu-

lating on & quality. ¥You might think

you have it. He mighi think you don't

have it.” ' .

Now we are talking about deterrence, and
in deterrence ‘it is not so much what we
think of our capabllxtg. The important
thing 1s what does the Sdviet Union think of
our capability, and that is an unknown.

D. WE WOULD BE PROHIBIFED FROM ACQUIRING
INFORMATION CONCERNING WEAPONS EFFECTS
UPON WEAPONE BYSTEMS
M. President, the fact that this Nation

has had military superiority has pre-

vented the Soviet Union from overrun-
ning the countries of Eastern Europe,
the Middle East, and Africa, and has re-
sulted in a world free from nuclear war-
fare. OQur military superiority has un-
derwritten and assured our own national
security. I think the reason we have not
had war with the Soviet Union is re-
markably simple: we have had over-
whelming superiority, And if any idea
of sttacking this Nation has been con-
sidered by anyone, the idea had to be
rejected because of its ridiculousness.

T believe that this i§ a sound position

which we should continue to maintain,

because I believe that our way of life is
worth it and that our economy will sus-
tain it.

Fecently, we have been switehing the
emphasis, as far as our striking power

1s concerned, from the manned bomber -

to the ballistic missile. This means that
our deterrent posture is going to rely
more and more uporn sur missile system.

As stated by Genéral Power, "In 1959
we had better than 2,000 bombers in the
Strategic Alr Command, and 10 years
later, in 1968, we will have some 700,”
according to present programs. In the
meantime, we will have added greatly
to our ballistic missile complex. In
other words, we are phasing out our
manned bomber program and are re-
placing it with missile delivery systems.
This means, then, that our missile sys-
tem will become, mhore and more, the
security lifeline of this Nation and the
free world. It follows, therefore, that
nothing must be allowed to eventuate
which would neutralize the effective-
ness of our missile’ delivery systems or
permit the enemy to better penetrate our
own defenses. Such an event would shift
military superlority to the Soviet Union,
and with it would g6é the deterrent which
has heretofore guaranteed the security
of America and the free world against
attack.

1t is my fear that the proposed treaty,
if ratifled—as I am sure it will be—
will be the instrument through which
and by virtue of which such an event will
materialize. Why do I say this?

At the advent of; the voluntary mora-
torium in 1958, this country bhad un-
questioned superiority in nuclear weap-
ons technology. Because the TUnited
States faithfully opserved the morator-
jum, we conducted no atmospheric tests
between October 30, 1958, and April 25,
1962—a, period of 314 years.. The Soviet
Union broke the moratorium by re-
suming nuclear tests In the atmosphere
on September 1, 1961, having announced
its intention to resume such tests only
2 days before, on August 30.

|
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The caliber of tests conducied by the
Russians following the moratorium was
such as to necessitate elaborate prepara-
tions extending over a long period of time
prior to the resumption of the tests.
Well-informed witnesses have testified
that at least 1% years were required to
propare for the high-altitude tests alone;
and there are highly informed persons
who estimate that the Soviets carried on
their preparations, for the entire series
of tests, from the very beginning of the
34-month moratorium. We, therefore,

‘were not only unable to detect the activ-

ity, on the parg of the Russians, in pre-
paring for a resumption of the tests; but
by our having observed the moratorium
and, thereby, having failed to make
preparations to resume nuclear tests, we
were unable to conduct an atmospheric
explosion of a nuclear device before April
25, 1962—almost 8 months after the Rus-
sians had resumed atmospheric testing.
Our preparation for a resumption of at-
mospheric tests was therefore a hasty
one; and our subsequent tests were not
as comprehensive or successful as were
those of the Russians. In other wordls,
the Soviet Union, by deliberately plan-
ning to resume tests and by conducting
preparations throughout the period of
moratorium, as some think, was able not
only to get the jump on us, by a period
of 8 months, in the resumption of at-
mospherie tests, but also was able {o con-
duet & much more elaborate, compre-
hensive, and productive series.

General LeMay, in referring to our
possible loss of ground within the last 2
years, more specifically because of the
preparations conducted by the Soviets
during the voluntary moratorium and
their planned and surprise abrogation of
that moratorium, said—as shown on
pages 363 and 364 of the hearings:

General LEMay. We have already lost, T
think, In some aspects, the lead that we had
at the end of the war. We certainly had a
tremendous lead then. We have lost that
to some extent, because particularly in the
last couple of years the Russlans have con-
ducted a very vigorous nuclear prograim.
Ours has not been of that magnitude. So
we, in effect, have allowed the Russiana to
catch up in some flelds and perhaps even
surpass us in some.

What we want to do is reverse this trend,
at least to hold our own, and forge ahead if
at all possible.

Senator Jacxsow. Is it not true that {they
made this big galn because they were able
to use the element of surprise in akrogating
without warning the moratcrium?

General LEMay. I think thisis a fair state-
ment, yes, sir; that during the moratorium
we were not preparing an enormous test
program. The Russians, I think, were. And
when they suddenly abrogated the mora-
torium and launched the test program they
made very rapid progress.

On October 30, 1961, exactly 2 months
after the Soviets had announced: plans
to resume nuclear testing, they deto-
nated a 50-megaton to €0-megaton de-
vice. As late as August 5, 1962, the
Soviet Union detonated in the atmos-
phere a nuclear device in the order of
magnitude of 30 megatons, This was the
first of some 40 tests continuing to De-
celber 25, 1962. The last atmospheric
detonation by the United States was on
November 4, 1962. Subsequent under-
ground tests were, however, conducted
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by the Umted States As recently as
‘June 30 of this year, thé Atomic Energy

- Cominission repor"ted evidence of events

* -in the Soviet Union in recent weeks

:which may be nuclear tests ‘of very low
ylelds. Incidentally, our i
~know with’ certalnty whether these de-
tected events arose from nuclear explo-
‘slons iIs an example of the kind of un-
certainties which may well face the de-
cisionmaking elements of our Govern-
ment under the proposed | treaty,

" On July 2, Mr. Khrushchev, in a speech
in East Berhn ‘agreed to negotiate on a
nuclear test ban treaty limited to the
~atmosphere, outer space, and under-

‘twater, The commencement of negotia-
“tions on such a treaty began on July 15,
-1963.

It is my fear, Mr. President, that the
‘Soviej Union, during its elaborately

: planned comprehensive postmoratorlum

- tests, was able to acquire information
concerning - weapons_ effects which we
‘have not been able to acquire because
of our failure %o explode a nuclear de-
vice in the order of magnitude of the
‘Soviet nuclear explosions.

. UMr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yxeld?
- The PRESID'ING OFFICER ~(Mr.

“‘Bimpson in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from West Vlrglma yield to the Sen-
“ator from “Georgia?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia,

) glad to yield.

“ Mr, RUSSELL, " I do_not liké fo in-
terrupt the very “able” and well-docu-
‘mented discourse of the Senator from

- West Virginia. T fegret that I have not
been able to be in the Chamber during
‘all the time he has been speaking; but

Ia.m

‘I have h.eard as much of his speech as'T

_ possibly _could,
Does not the Senator beheve that our
obsesslon with our world image has
: somethlng to do with the fact that we
have fallen behifd in some kinds of

‘tests? “As soon as _other nations protest,

~we cut back the size of our tests or aban-
don them altogether.  We seem to be-
‘Heve that we cannot exist unless we
strive ceaselessly, day and night, to
create the proper kind of world image.
Of course we want pecple to likeus. X
W1sh all would admire us; I shoiild like
o see all the nations of the world
emulate us; but I believe there is danger
n carrying this policy too far.
- Their world image has never disturbed
the Russians, They weré preparing to
- test for the high-yield warhead. As it
turned out, I believe our scientists esti-
‘mated that it wag one of 60 megatons;
but after it was actually tested, it was
‘found that if it had had a dlﬂ"erent kind
of jacket it would have been a 100-mega.-
ton bomb.
Even the United Nations overwhelm-

1ng1y passed, as I recall, a resolutlon— :

although I do not recall the exact vote.

D of West Virginia. It was

p vote of 87 to 11
Mr RUSSELE, ™ Yes, 87 to 11—or 8
to 1, The United Nations passed that

- yesolution; but it had no more effect on
Russw s conducting of that test than if
n"confined to a mental insti-
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,shchev He did not pa.y the slig
particle of aftention to the resolution;
instead, he proceeded with the tests,

How has that hurt the Russians? ~ In-
stead, ‘when’ they do such things, they
“seem onIy to increasé our desire to ap-
pease them, to accord them every con-
sideration in connection with treaties,
and to abandon elementary safegualds
for our Natiofi’s security.

I have been disturbed about {hé over-
weening and compelling desire to yield
almost everything to the world image.
"We hear about it here on the Senate
floor. In the course of the speeches dur-
‘ing this debate, very few Senators who
have spoken in favor of approval of the
treaty, have failed to state that a very
poor impressfon of the United States
would be created if we did not imme-
diately advise and consent to ratifica-
tion of the treaty. However, I believe
that sometlmes our willingness to lean
over backward in our attempts to please
everyone is mistaken for weakness.

If we would pursue a firmer policy, not
only with reéspect to the Soviet Union
and the Communist world in general, but
‘also in protecting our interests through-
out the entire world, I believe we would
fare better than we do by sitting down,

and holding our hands, or holding our

heads, and being distressed "almost to
death about the kind of world image we
‘are ¢reating, It is a form of nareissism:
we are 50 worried about looking “pretty”
to the world that we abandon almost ev-
‘erything else, and give ourselves up to

" idolatry of the world image and to at-

‘tempts to create the right kind of world
‘image.

Of course, the world image has its
place, and we must respect world opin-
ion. So we try to make friends. Heav-
‘en kriows that we have been generous
-eriough in our efforts to make friends
‘throughout the world. We have spent
more than $100,000 million; we have
given it away here, there, and every-
where. On the other hand, the Rus-
sians, who have made a few loans and
‘some minor grants, apparently have
“fared about as well as we have. Cer-
tainly they have fared as well by looking
after their own self-interest, when they
thought it was involved, as we have
‘by abandoning our own self-interest, at
“times, when we thought we would thus
create the proper world image.
© Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
"President, I thank the senior Senator
from Georgia for his very pertinent
statemeht concerning the anticipated ef-
fects which our rejection of the treaty

“would have upon world opinion, and also
“eoricerning the fact that this is a factor
‘which evidently has carried great weight
“with many Senators in reaching their de-
“giston to support the treaty.
Thé same Tactor of world opinion was
_reflected, I am sure, in the course of
Teaching decisions upon the treaty by
members ‘of the ﬁﬁI‘tary
‘RUSSELL. " Our fear
opmion has become almost a national
d1sease

"Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes, T
shall refer to world opirion ar,ﬂ’iitﬂe “lattIa(Ii'
it

in’ my stateme it 1"thi

But
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‘in the Preparedness Subcommittee.

of world"
~.very Important.
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be’ apropos of what the senior Senator
from Georgia has said to refer, at this

“time, to a statement by General LeMay
-which appears on page 371 of the hear-

ings of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions on the test ban treaty. General

; LeMay sald

General LEMAY. I thmk the fact that it
had béen signed Had an’ effect on me, yes.

“In other words, both administrations in the

-years since the war have been trying to make
some galns in the general disarmament field.
This may be a gain.

Consideration of world opinion must

"have had an effect upon General LeMay,
or at least the fear of an adverse effect

which rejection of the treaty would have
‘upoi other nations of our world and our
relationship with those nations must
have been a-factor. It could not help
but be a factor in General LeMay’s
thinking, in the thinking of others or,
for that matter, in my own thinking.

Mr., LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
“dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I should
‘like to continue briefly, and then I shall

"be happy to yield to the Senator from

Louisiana.

On page 372 of the hearings, the Sen-
~ator from Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER]
asked the following question:

Senator CGOLDWATER. My duestion was at
this point that if it had not been signed,
if it had not been initialed, if we were merely
sitting here discussing the desirability or
lack of desirability of a limited treaty like

-this, would you oppose it or support 1t?

General LeMay. I had not given any
thought to that patricular one. This is an
important question. I would think that I
would have been against it.

On page 373, the Senator from South
Carolina and General LeMay engaged
in the following colloquy:

POSITION IF TREATY WERE NOT YET SIGNED

Senator THURMOND, Senator GOLDWATER -
asked a question similar to one I propounded
That is
this: If the proposed treaty had not already
been signed, but was being considered in a
proposal stage, would you recommend that
the United States sign the treaty?

General LEMay. I haven't given any
thought to the subject, Senator. I said I
would—I thought I would not be in favor of
it. But I wouldn’t even want to give an
unqualified “No” until I spent some time on
it. Certainly this was a factor that influ-
enced me in recommending that we ratify it.
How much weight I would give to it—I would
want to spend a considerable amount of time
on this, and I have not done so.

Senator THURMOND. I believe your answer
in the subcommittee, and I quote, was this:
“I think that if we were in a proposal stage
that I would not recommend—that I would
recommend against 1t.”

That is correct, 1s it not?

General LEMay. I think I would. That is
correct.

On page 399, General LeMay said:

Well, I gave some weight to this psycho-
logical atmosphere that you were talking
about, Senator, myself, in arriving at my
‘eéoniclusions. "At this morning’s session the
other Chiefs said no, they didn’{ think it was
I do attach some impor-
stance to it because for a number of years we

v‘havenpe_ep tg‘y'lng to reduce tensions, reduce
th

untry, both administra-
to de Vthat .

A:RDPB5B00383R000100200004:6 -
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This is a step in that directlon, I believe,
and if we did not ratify it I don’t know what
our political loss would be, but I think there
would be political loss. -

Sa I gave it some weight In arriving at my
answer. )

On page 399 General Wheeler said:

I would agree that world opinion has built
up to the point where there would be very
sizable political implications if the United
States were to dash these hopes. I am not
prepared to say exactly what the effect of
those political implications or the political
effect would be, but I do not think it would
be good.

Secretary of State Rusk, who sup-

ported the treaty, made a statement re-
garding world opinion which should

guide us in our deliberations upon this

treaty. I quote from page 55 of the
hearings, where the following question
by the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son], will be found:

- There could be, I am sure, ng guestion as
to the legal right to withdraw from a treaty,
but T wonder If there is not another side to
this, Once our signature is on this treaty,
would 1t not be most difficult to withdraw
ifrom the treaty from the point of view of
world opinion, even though there is positive
evidence that the Soviet Union had violated
it?

What will our position be with other na-
tions in-that-event?

Secretary Rusk, SoI think there Would be
very .great regret if this treaty were' to
collapse.

But, on the other hand, where we are
dealing with a security matter that goes
to the life of our own country I do not be-
lieve that world opinion can play a decisive
role; We must do what has to be done, and
I believe that the rest of the world will
understand. N

I think that there would be general under-
standing, even if with great regret, there
would be general understanding if we came
to the conclusion that this treaty was not
working and that our security required us
. to resume testing.

Of course, Secretary Rusk was talk-
ing about the possibility of our having
to withdraw at some future time. It is
easy to say now that in such a situation
we could disregard world opinion. But
we have not reached that bridge yet.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. ‘I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator has cer-
tainly shown that he has done his home-
work. He has available a quotation of
evidence for any question which might
arise.

At that period, when we first started
the hearings, nearly all of our attention
was centered on the effects the treaty
would have on the United States of
America and Soviet Russia. We did not
go very far beyond that point. Some
questions were asked as to Chinese test-
ing and French testing. But we did not
realize that we would wind up with more
than 100 countries signatory to the
treaty. That was one of the things that
finally persuaded me that the treaty was
not in the best interests of our Nation.

Amendments will be proposed to the
treaty by countries which have nothing
to lose. If they receive one-third of the
.votes, a conference will be called, and if
there were a large majority of votes in
favor of an amendment, it would be dif-

~
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ficult for us to say that we would not
support the particular amendment.
That is as grave a danger to me as the
implications of the treaty itself. Men of
great ability, courage and intelligence
have risen on the floor of the Senate and
said—

We would shock the world if we did not
sign the treaty. I myself have grave doubts
and besetting fears about it. I fear it will
endanger our country.  But I shall support
it because I do not wish to offend world
opinicn.

I must say that that argument almost
persuaded me at the cutset. Ifinally de-
cided that nothing in human history
would lead me to belleve that any other
country would sacriflice any of its vital
interests on our behalf. So while I crave
the good opinion of every people on
earth, when it comes to a question of
gaining world opinion at the expense of
the vital interests of the United States,
I must be counted out I cannot go that
far.

Much as I wish to be liked, and much
as I wish to have my Nation admired,
when it comes to a clash between world
opinion and our vital interests, the world
opinion will have to “go hang.” I shall
have to be counted out, fof that will not
enter into my calculations.

I do not believe any other country on
earth has ever made the sacrifices which
the United States has made since the
end of World War II to build up a favor-
able world image. We have built up an
image of people who will continue to tax
themselves to take care of projects all
over the éarth. If the American people
ever reach the point where they cannot
maintain the tremendous foreign assist-
ance program the image will be de-
stroyed, and we shall have a bad world
image, because next to a woman scorned
“hell hath no fury” like that which re-
sults from taking away from a country
some benefit which has been extended
to it for a long period of years.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, T agree with the Senator from
Georgla. It seems to me the sound po-
sition which has been expressed by the
proponents of the treaty, namely, that
if that moment ever comes when we must
withdraw we should disregard world
opinion iIn the interests of our own na-
tionial security—should be applied here
and now. I should like to apply that
argument at this point.

The Senator from Georgia referred to
world opinion. The Senator referred to
the number of nations that have signed
the nuclear test ban treaty. As of today,
97 natlons have signed the nuclear test
ban treaty. Since we are talking about
world opinion, I should like to closely
and meticulously scrutinize exactly what
nations will constitute that world opin-
ion insofar as signatures are concerned.
I shall read the list of the nations:

The United States, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom,
Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Aus-
tralia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Cameroon, Cana,da,
Ceylon, Chad.

There are countries on this list I have
never before heard of. There are coun-
tries listed which, I daresay, few Sena-
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tors ever realized were in existence. ¥et
they are countries which are supposed to
alter the course of world history.

Colombia, Chile, China—Taiwan—-
Congo, Léopoldville, Costa Rica, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Ethio-
pia, Finland, Gabon,

I have no doubt that I shall mispro-
nounce some of these names, because
this is my first occasion ever to read ~
them.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me so to state, when
I announced on the Senate floor my
views with respect to this question, and
incidentally stated thal; Gabon was the
91st state to sign the treaty, an eminent,
able, well-educated and intelligent Sen-
ator asked me how to spell “Gabon.”

Of course, Gabon will have the same
right to propose an amendment to this
treaty that the representative of the
U.8. Government will have.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.
tainly.

German Democratic Republic—East
Germany—Federal Republic of Ger-
many—West Germany-—Ghana, Greece,
Honduras.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield at that
point?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We are told
in the committee report that the treaty
will not forbid us from using atormic
weapons to fulfill our treaty commit-
ments in the event we raust defend some
nation.

Is it not true that sny one of these
little countries, some of which have
hardly been heard of, would have the
right to haul the United States before
the World Court and have the World
Court tell the United States that it is
forbidden by the very clear language of
the treaty to use its missiles or atormic
weapons in the fulfillment of treaty corn-
mitments to defend some other country?

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I so in-
terpret the treaty.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The treaty
reads that among its purposes is a pur-
pose to prohibit pollution in the atmos-
phere. That would give every country
an interest. INomatter where an atomic
eXxplosion occurred, whether over our
Nation’s own territory, over the high
seas, or in space, every country would
have an interest and could haul the
United States before the World Court.
We are a member of the Court. We do
have the Connally reservation.

A majority of Senators who expect to
vote for the treaty have been trying to
get rid of the Connally reservation.

In such an event we¢ would have to
stultify ourselves and say that the treaty
was not an international question, which
would provide for jurisdiction of the
World Court.

It is clear to me that any one of the
countries which accept the jurisdiction
of the World Court would have the right
to haul the United States before the
World Court, which could tell the United
States that the freaty means exactly
what it says.

Cer-
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“~As the . Senator well knows General

vElSBIthW@I‘, a former President of the

United States, said we would not, wish to

“‘be held to a commitment that we could

W

\the Senator.

-not use these weapons for our own de-
fense purposes or to fulfill treaty com-

mitments, The administration tells us
the treaty does not mean that at all, and
that they have no such thlng in m1nd
There has been a legal opinion written by

:soem legal officer who was willing to put

his name on it, which says the treaty does

not mean that. But the Senator knows
‘that the rule of statutory mterpretatmn

is that when the language is clear one

-does not 100k to legislative intent. Many

people, who did not realize that if the

‘language Is clear the leg1slat1ve intent is

meaningless, have been put in Jail.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
I agree with him.

1 continue to call the roll of the sig-
natories Hungary, Iceland, India, In-
donesta, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
Ivory Coast Jamaics, Japan Jordan,
Korea, Kuwait

Laos, Lebanon, Yiberia, Libya, Tuxem-
bourg, Malaya Mali Mauritania, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands
New Zealand, Nxcaragua, N1ger1a,

- Norway.

Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, the Philip~
pines, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, San
Marino, S1erra Leone, Somali Spain,
Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian
Arab Republic,

Tanganyika, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad,

and Tobago—there are two names, but

only one country—Tunisia,

Turkey,

' - Uganda, United Arab Repubhc—Eg&r "
est-

Upper Volta, Uriguay, Venezuela,
ern’ Samoa, Yemen Arab Republlc—
Yemen—and Yugoslawa

Mr. President, as has been stated, one

‘of the axguments persistently suggested

in favor of the Sengte’s consenting to the
ratlﬁcatwn of this freaty revolves around
the consequences to U.S. prestige and its

‘image as the leader of the free world,

- sent should be withheld.

and the adverse reaction wh1ch could be
expectéd from world opinion if our con-

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Loulslana Is it not true
that a grea} many of those natiohs—par-
ticularly the smaller and less well-known
nations—signed the treaty because the

United States sent its Ambassador to the

country and asked that it be signed?
-In nearly all those countries—all ex-

cept the ones behind the Iron Curtain,

with possibly one or two exceptmns——

“there are U.S, aid programs in operation.

e My guess would be that the Ambassador
-.merely walked in and asked them to sign,

“barred from testing atmoic explosions -

The people of those nations have no.

weapons; nevertheless, they would not be

ynderground,
_suppose the American Ambassador

.. mérely walked in and asked them to sign

the treaty. 'They would sign, of course.
I have been informed that perhaps not

more than seven countries have an

gtomic capacity, the ability to build an

i\nJ - The natwn ‘would not have an
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mbassador would walk
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There would be a U.S. ald program in
that nation, The Ambassador would

_say, “I would like to have you join in this

treaty.” And they would say, “We think
that would be fine,”
While I respect our Presxdent and feel

very kindly toward him, and propose to
help him in some of hlS legislative pro-

posals, certainly with regard to this type
of thing if the administration or the

Government is worried about the em-

barrassment that may be caused, before

we go that far out on a hmb it should

withhold action _until it ascertams
whether the Senate is going to ratify the

treaty.
Mr. RUSSELL. Mz, Presidént, if the

Senator will yield, the treaty is also im-

portant to certain ambassadors of most
of those countries. . Tt is a stimulation to.
their ego to _sign the treaty.

It puts
them on a level with the “big boys.”
They can say, “Here we are all together.

‘We are just as big as the U.S.S.R, and _
the United States and Great Britain or

any other great nation, and we have the
same right to offer am,endments as any-
one else; and while we have no nuclear

‘weapons, if we can do anything to ham-

string those who do have them and limit
their use, it is in our interest, because
100 years from now we hope to be a
mighty country. We may be able to
dominate the earth, if we can stop those
who have such weapons.”

I think we can_judge states pretty well
by reactions within the human family.
Anyone who remembers when he was 8,
little boy knows how little hoys like to
play with big boys. What a hard time

" the big boys have keeping the little

boys from playing with them. This
treaty gives the emerging natlons great
prestlge A forelgn mimster can say,

“*T was in the United States and sat down
by the Secretary of the United States
and, in behalf of our country”—perhaps
with a few hundred thousand popula-

tion—“I took the same position on the
ban on nuclear weapons as did the United
States and Soviet Russia,
equals in the community of nations spon-
soring the treaty.”

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, will

‘the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield
to the Senator from South Carolina,
Mr. THURMOND. Docs not the Sen-
ator from West Virginia think this was
a move on the part of the administration,
from the psychologxcal standpoint, so it

could be placed in the position of saying,

“Look at all the nations which signed
the treaty. If this country fails to ratxfy

the treaty, that will’ give us a bad image

around the world?” Does not the Sen-

‘ator think a psychological play was made

on that point? o )
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do not

_ple or to look into their hearts or to

know whether or not this may have been

‘the purpose and plan of the administra-

tion. I merely say that we _are con-

_Ironied with the situation, and I do not

believe that we should be. overly ber-

spaded by it,
I join with the Senator fr

in saying it is important that we en,]oy

T

We are all

favorable world opinion, and it is im-
portant that we project a favorable image
before the world for ourselves; but I feel
in g situation such as confronts Senators,
they are voting on a question that is

. vital to the security of the United States
_of America, and Senators should sub-

ordinate the factor of world opinion, or

our world image, to a secondary role in

reaching a decision as to how to vote.
Mr, THURMOND, Does nof the Sen-
ator feel. that we would enhance our
image if some of the very nations that
seem offended by our action would not
ask for foreign aid? T believe the rec-
ord shows that we have provided foreign

_aid to 104 nations of the world, and this

year there is a request to provide foreign
aid to 100 foreign nations. The record
shows that since World War II this coun-
try has provided $121 billion, including
interest, in foreign aid. Would it not
seem more in order if there were not re-__
quests from these countries for large
amounts of aid? Would it not be more
in keepmg if they would ﬁrst provide for
their own means, and not call upon this
‘country for aid and then turn around
and criticize this country for anything
that happens here"

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, T thank the Senator for his
comments. I appreciate them. To
some extent, I share those sentiments,

‘but T do not believe that they are pertl-

nent at this time, so I do not wish to
proceed to discuss the matter of foreign
aid. I do not mean to say that the sub-
jeet of foreign aid is entirely dissociated
from the subject which is now under dis-
cussion. I cannhot sée the close rele-
vancy of it however,

Mr. THURMOND. ' Except in this re-
spect: Nafions over the world want for-
eign aid. 'The same nations have been
asked to sign the treaty; and many of
those nations are the very ones which

‘have criticized the policy of this country.

" 'Mr.BYRD of West Virginia. I do not
think there is any question about it; and
1 deplore the situation.

‘Mr. President, if we accept the argu-
ment concernmg world opinion and if
we agrée that world reaction would be
intolerable, the implications for future

USs. 1mp1ementat1on of the withdrawal

provisions of the treaty are ommous as
I have indicated.
But if we cahnot refuse our consent

‘now, before we are comm1tted how much

more difficult will it be for us to with-
draw, "even with cause, after a few
months or years have passed?

I am convinced that we cannot have
the best of both worlds. We cannot
bow to world opinion now, and empha-
size its slgnificance, and still argue that
our withdrawal Trom the treaty would
be precise and s1mple and dictated solely

by this Government’s own judgment of

its security requirements.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.
the Senator from Louisiana.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. . Is it not true
that if this Nation is compelled to fight a

Mr. Presi-

I yield to

—-adyar. With the Soviet Union over the
Geo gia Cuban questlon for example, it is en-

tlrely po

t,we shall not have a
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single ally that will make a major con-
tribution, one way or the other, to the
outcome of the conflict? The Senator
well realizes, I am sure, that if there is
to be a nuclear war, most countries that
do not have nuclear weapons will count
themselves out in the beginning.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think
they would like to count themselves out
if they could by so doing extricate them-
selves from the situation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Can the
Senator suggest what possible difference
it would make in a struggle of this nature
whether the smaller nations joined or
stayed out? Would not the outcome be
determined one way or the other by the
devastating power of the two great
nuclear powers? )

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I do not
think there is any question about it.
The United States possesses 90 percent
of the striking power of the free world.
That 90 percent of the striking power of
the free world is built around the Po-
laris submarine and the Strategic Air
Command. I think this fact supports
what the Senator from Louisiana has
just said.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. ‘The point
that strikes the Senator from Louisiana
is that if we should let the strength and
defenses of this country decline, as com-
pared with the Soviet Union’s, to the
point where we would not be able to save
ourselves, we would be so foolish that we
should not expect anybody to save us,
because we have that power today, and
we ought to see to it that it is main-
' tained. ‘

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I agree.

Mr. President, we cannot argue that
this Government will. be the unchal-
‘lenged master of its fate in connection
with the withdrawal provisions of this
treaty, and the servant of world opinion
in comnnection with the treaty’s ratifi-
cation, ’

Our national security policies either
are dictated by world opinion or they
are not. If they are not, we can dismiss
world opinion as a factor which looms
large in our consideration of the treaty
and confine ourselves to its security im-
plications. If they are, we should rec-
ognize, then, that withdrawal will be
ecomplicated and difficult, and not the
simple, straightforward announcement
of decision and intent that the treaty
and its advocates suggest.

I now return to my fifth point, the
argument that we would be prohibited
from acquiring information of weapons
effects of tests. ‘

General Power articulately voiced my
fears before the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee, when he said:

Now there are gréat volds in our knowledge
on'such things as (deleted) shock wave prop-
agation, blackout, communications, and
command and control that, in my opinion,
can he obtalned only through atmospheric
testing.

If this information which we don’t have
should turn out to be valld information
(deleted) 1 would say it is vital.

So, Mr. President, is there a possibility
of unknown vulnerabilities in our inter-
continental ballistic missile launch sites?
Are our missiles truly survivable in a nu-
clear environment? Are our missile sites

Approved For Release 2007/01/20 : Cfi

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

vulnerable to overpréssure, shock, and
thermal effects which flow from the ex-
plosions of high-yield weapons?

I ask these further questions, Mr.
President: Is it possible that the Soviets,
in exploding multimegaton weapons, may
be able to render our missiles useless
through weapons éffects upon the
highly sophisticated electronic systems?
Will our nuclear warheads and reentry
vehicles have the ability to penetrate and
survive in a nuclear enivironment created
by Soviet defenses? Will our radars be
ineffective in the pregence of “blackout”
from multimegaton bursts, thus making
it irnpossible to locate the incoming war-
heads and perhaps more importaritly to
discern between &he incoming warhead
and the decoys?

While I do not doubt that our deter-
rent missile systems will be able to per-
form their mission today and tomorrow,
because of their complexity there are un-
resolved uncertainties that we need to
detarmine and to rectify so as to assure
ourselves that our deterrent capability
will. be maintained in future years.
These uncertainties can be more fully re-
solved only through!'a series of atmos-
pheric nuclear tests. |Could it be possible
that the Russians, through their post-
moratorium atmospheric tests, have ac-
quired valid information which will guide
them in determining and resolving such
uncertainties as far ds their own systems
are concerned? .

This is the questlon the answer to
which we may learn, when it is too late

Grerieral Power refgrred to some voids
in our knowledge: |

This missile has never been operationally
tested all the way through from stockplle to
detonation, and we hdve never tested such
things as the vulnerabllity [deleted] due to
shcck wave propagation, due to blackout,
there are many voids i in our knowledge as
to the operational capabilities and vulner-
abilities of this weapon system.

In particular the RV, [deleted] thermal ef-
fects, blast effects—cannot really be tested
from my point of view as an operator until
you test it in the nuclear environment, and
as [ am responsible for writing the war plans
of the free world, I have to deal with facts.

I have to deal with proven data, and if
too much of the data is extrapolated or
theoretical, I do not have a high confidence
factor that I have a sound plan, We are
dealing with the security of the United
States, and if facts can be obtained, I want
to haye them. :

Now, in writing a war plan, T have to as-
sign a survivability factor to every one of
these silos. I have to assume that the Soviet
Union has missiles with a certaln accuracy
and a certain yleld and that they land In a
certain place, Then I have to extrapolate
whether that particuldr silo is going to sur-
vive and give it a valye. I have to do that
for each weapon systex?l.

Dr. Edward Teller referred to the pos-
sible vulnerability of our weapons sites:

It is a fact fraught/with danger that the
ability of these sites to withstand the over-
pressures for which they have been designed
has never beéen tested. * * * It is prob-
able that under the ‘;test bgn as proposed
and interpreted at the present time these
badly needed tests will not be carried out.

Dr. Foster spoke of the problem. in this
way:

Regarding defense, one of the critical
questions concerns the effect of blackout

i
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from defending missiles on the defense sys-
tem 1tself.

Dr. Foster then went on to explore
the problems which might confront our
effort to penetrate Soviet defenses:

On the opposite side of the coiln, suppose
that the U.S.S.R. were to develop a defense
such that our ability to penetrate might
depend on a saturation atteck. For this
application, specially designed hardened war-
heads might be required. Considerable
progress on such warheads can be made with
underground tests, but under the treaty
again the crucial atmospheric experiments
to determine if the warhead actually has
the necessary hardness against combined
radigtion and shock effects would be pro-
hibited. We might thereby be denied as-
surance of such a peneiration capability.

The disadvantages resulting from the
treaty in restricting cur knowledge of site
vulnerability, penetration and defense, I
believe, are very serious. Our current judg-
ments are based on relatively few atmospher-
ic tests. Wide margins of error are possible
in weapon effects which we dc not fully un-
derstand. Other effects, heretofore ne-
glected as unimportant, could become dom-~
inant, Ignorance, ineradicable under the
treaty, can thereby increase the uncertainty
in technical-military judgments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am sure the
Senator is familiar with the fact that
not only do we not know the information
we should have if we are to be secure
in our defense, and whether the hard-
ened sites will withstand the shock and
radiation of an enemy attack with
atomic weapons; but, as the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee pointed
out in his speech, we clo not know
whether the overwhelming majority of
the missiles we have in our inventory
will actually work, because they have
never been tested under the conditions
under which they would be fired at a
target.

I can illustrate that by the fact that
in World War II the Japanese sank al-
most our entire Pacific Fleet, at least
everything they could catch at Pearl
Harbor, with torpedoes that we did not
even know existed. They had tested
their torpedoes against old ships, to
make sure they would work.

On the other hand, during the first 18
months of World War 11, time after time
our submarine commanders would fire
torpedoes at a Japanese ship, only to
have the torpedoes bounce off the ship,
or go under the ship in the case of mag-
netic torpedoes. The torpedoes would
not explode, because we had never tested
them under the actual circumstances in
which they would be used. We had never
determined whether they would work
when they were fired. ‘We had con-
tented ourselves with putting them
through a test course. We thought that
if all the components checked out, they
would work. That is whalt we assumed.

Of course it was a false assumption, and’

it almost lost us the war.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able Senator for his observation con-
cerning the failure to test torpedoes dur-
ing the early part of World War II. The
Senator’s comment is interesting and ap-
propriate.
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At page 182 of the hearings the Sen-
‘ator from Nevada [Mr. CanNon] asked a
question with reference to weapons
effects: -

Senator CANNON. Now, do you feel that we
have sufficient evidence and information
available to us in the areas of guldance, from
the standpoint of weapons effects?

Secretary McNamara. I believe we have
sufficient Information available to us in rela-

_tion to the effect on guidance of nuclear

. &xplosions properly to protect our force and
will be effective against the

know all there is to know about the effects of
nuclear détonations on guidance. Much of
what wé don’t know can be learned from
urnderground tests. o

“There is considerable difference of

_opinion, of course, as to how much can

be learned from uhderground tests, but
there is unanimity of opinion that every-
~thing we rieed to kriow concerning weap-
.ons effects cantiot be learned from un-
derground tests. ) o
" Mr. LONG of Loulsiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?
Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I yleld.
Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Secre-
tary’s statement relies heavily upon the

- {dea that we could test a warhead under-

ground and find that it would explode;

“then test some other component and find

that it would ‘operate satisfactorily;

* which ‘would Iead to the conclusion that

if the componghits were satisfactory
when tested separately, and then were
all assembled, desired results could be

" obtained.

“What is wrong with that theory is
‘that so often in actual operation the
‘Weapon ‘will fail. * That was what we

learned ‘about our torpedos in World

War II. Theoretically they worked; in

‘practice, “they weré ‘not worth ‘the

powder it took to blow them up.

‘When a_weapoii is as complicated as
5 missile, which Is infinitely more diffi~
cult to explode than it is to fire a tor-
pedo, the only way to learn whether 1t

i1l work is actually to try it under the

kind of conditions in which it is designed
to function. o '

Another example is the orbiting of
men’ in space. Every time a man was

" put in space—it has been done ‘about 10

times——sorpething has gone wrong, The
first time the shield was not ejected as

1t was supposed to eject. There was fear

‘that the man would burn up as he came
out of space. I believe it was John Glenn
“whose shield burned. When another
man was’ orbited, something else hap-
pehed. ~Improvisations were ‘made to
overcome mechanical failures.
Thterdontinental ballistic ~missiles—
_ “we are building at this mo-
ment—can get through to an enemy.
But only one has been tested success-
fully, so far as I know, under combat
fire, a_test in which a missile was ac-
tyally fired to see if it would get near

. the target and explode.

A1l work, because it was fired
al test conditions.
entally, that would be an instance
everything was checked out

A

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

war conditions. But at least it would
be a test to determine whether a weapon
would actually work.

The Senator from West Virginia knows
that many missiles in inventory have
never been tried under similar condi-
tions. As to those, the hope is that they
would work, although we do not know
whether they would or not.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Exactly.
General Power said there were r num-
bers of weapons in his arsenal, not one
of which had been tested through the
point of detonation.

‘Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Since our
lives depend on the functioning of mis-

siles, would not the Senator say it is

‘tather dangerous§ to say that weapons

which we rely on will work, not knowing
whether they will work or not?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.
tainly would say so.
At page 214 of the hearings before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, Dr.
Seaborg said, with respect to.weapons

I cer-

“effects: -

This is & weapons effect question for which
the Department of Defense has primary re-
sponsibility. I can say that we have ob-
tained a good deal of information on black-
out phenomena in connection with our ai-
ready performed high-altitude tests.

However, it would not be possible to ob-
tain any substantial further information on
blackout phenomena under the terms of
this test ban treaty. :

At page 245 of the hearings, Dr. Sea-
borg said, again with respect to the sub-
ject of weapon effects on our weapons
system sites:

Because this is the total effect in the at-
mosphere I am referring to here on the inte-
grated system, the whole system. We can
carry out component studies, that 1s, the
effect of the radiation from an ABM on a
warhead, and things of that sort, under-
ground. We cgn do that underground. But
in order to study the effect of an ABM and
its kill radiation on an incoming warhead,
under the conditions that you would en-
counter in actual use, you have to do it in
the atmosphere where the use would—in the
environment where it would take place, and

“that 18 what T mean by that statement.

At page 274 of the hearings, General
Taylor said:

There are other disadvantages which apply
in varying degrees to both sides. For ex-
ample, knowledge of weapons effects is in-
complete at best and although knowledge
could be gained from underground testing,
knowledge which only testing in the pro-
hibited media could provide would be
denled. Also, there would be no opportunity
to conduct environmental tests of current
weapons or of those which might be ac-
quired in order to verify their performance.

General Taylor, referring to the sub-
ject of weapons effects, said, at page 286:

I am not a technical expert, Senator
SpankMAN, on this subject. Dhbviously, I
have ralsed questiohs of a similar nature
with the experts that we have. We know
quite a bit about the general phenomenology
of blackout effects from our own testing. I
think that ail 6f our experts would say, how-
ever, we certalnly do not know everything,
and we would like to know more.

General Taylor said further, at page
299: o

General Tayror. As the Joint Chlefs have
pointed out, there are limitations in the
sense that we can hever have complete weap-

.control systems related to missiles.
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ons effects tests which would involve at-
mospheric testing. That is a disability, but
not a critical one. We can indeed develop,
fabricate, and deploy an antiballistic missile
system if we so choose.

Senator HUMPHREY. In other words, the
scientific work relating to the vehicle that
would be needed to mount a nuclear war-
head or to send it into outer space or into
the high altitude or into any kind of defense
position is not impaired by this treaty, is 1t?

General TavLor. No, sir. That can be
done and tested. It is primarily the absence
of a complete weapons “test, including the
nuclear warhead, which is being made impos-
sible.

The point made by the Senator from
Louisiana has been well substantiated by
statements of our military experts. The
fear that I have, and that certain other
Senators have, is that while we do not
possess more information—and it may be
vital information—with respect to weap-
ons effects on our weapons sites and
systems, the Russians may already have
acquired such information as a result of
their extensive, elaborate, comprehen-
sive, effective, and successful atmospheric
tests that were conducted subsequent to
their abrogation of the moratorium.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sen-
ator familiar with the statement of Dr.
Brown to the effect that we could design
around - the areas of American ignor-
ance? Can the Senator say what Dr.
Brown meant by “designing around” our
ignorance of the answers o these prob-
lems? How do we “design around”?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I as-
sume, with reference to & blackout of our
radars, that he meant that we would
provide more radars, and that they
would be spaced in such a'way that even
though there might be a blackout here
or a blackout there, the radars in some
other area would function. That would
be one way of “designing around.” :

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If there were
a large explosion in the vicinity of a city
which was the target of one missile, I
would then assume that “designing
around” probably would mean that we
would try to have a radar several hun-
dred miles away, or might have some re-
mote control procedure, in the hope of
guiding a missile against a succeeding
weapon aimed at the same city.

Not having had explained in detail
what the problems are—and I am sure
some of them are classified—it seems
to me that the idea of ‘“designing
around” areas of American ignorance
rather than finding answers to the prob-
Jjem would be in the same general
category as trying to kill elephants with
broomsticks, because one would be pro-
hibited by a treaty from developing a
good elephant gun, '

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. It would
certainly be costly, time consuming, and
uncertain. I assume that another way
of “designing around” the weapons effects
problem would be in connection with
In-
stead of ground control systems being
used for our missiles, we could develop
airborne control stations.

Another way of “designing around”
some of the defects would be to attempt
to harden missile sites to a greater de-
gree than they have been hardened in

the_ past.
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“I agree with the Senator from Louisi-
ana that while we might be able to over-
design or overcompensate for some of
the defects, we are not certain, in the
first place, of precisely what the un-
certainties are, and we will not be able
to fully identify the uncertainties until
we can test in the atmosphere.. .

‘Secondly, we cannot be_sure that we
have adequately compensated for the
defects.

Finally, it is important _to remember
that we are dealing with the security of
the United States. When _we deal with
the security of the United States, we
would like to deal with as few uncer-
talnties as possible., S

:Mr. LONG of Louisiana. To¢ say the
least, if we should try to “design around”
areas of ignorance, the wegpons system
adopted might be far less efficient than
the one we would have if we actually had
the answer, .

. Mr. BYRD of West Virglnia. Yes. I
thank the Senator from Louisiana.

Continuing on the point of weapons
effects tests, I should like to quote Gen-
eral LeMay, as his testimony appears on
bage 365 of the hearings:

General LEMay. Well, from my personal
standpoint, I haven't been top happy with
our testing program in the past. I think we
should have done more testing than we did,
not-only underground but in the atmosphere,
too, I certainly haven’t been happy with the
situation which exists that we haven't heen
able to carry out full-scale tests on any of
ouf. misslle systems,

Again I quote General LeMay, as his
testimony appears on page 391 of the
hearings: o . _

" @eneral LeMav. Well, if it would stay
there, probably we wouldn’t have much to
lose, E

He was referring to the nuclear supe-
riority we are supposed to possess.

Then he said: . ‘

But I wonder whether it is going to stay
there or not, and, in addition to that, this
1s just our estlmate of the sltuation. Our
dellvery capabilities, I think at the present
time are better than the Russlans. That
doesn't mean they are going to stay that
way.

I think we have more weapons and a great~
er variety of weapons now than the Rus-
sians have. That doesn’t mean it is going
to gtay that way.

The thing that worrles me is that this
pregerves the uncertainties thet we have in
our mind now for as long as the treaty is
going to be in effect [deleted].

- We just don't all know the things we
would like to know about the vulnerabilities
of [deleted] systems [deleted].

Senator Pasromre. Can I interrupt you
there, General? Do you think that the Rus-
slans know?

General LEMay. They may know a great
deal more about it than we do, as a result of
the last two serles of tests that they have
run. [Deleted.]

General LeMay and the Senator from
Rhode Island were referring to the pOs-
sible vulnerabilities of missile systems.

General LeMay, continuing, said:

This bothers me, and one of the things
that I don’t like that if this is true and they
do know more than we do, they may know
something that is vital. They may have been
able to pick up a weakness in our defense
system that they can exploit.
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There 15 some resgon for them wanting
this treaty when they didn’'t want it on two
occasions before, What is it?
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General LEMay. These are the disadvan-
tages that we see. THey are possibilities and
we certainly have tried to say that even with
the safeguards that we have suggested that
we have, that certainly ratifying the treaty
is not without its risks.

Now, I polnted out these other uncertain-
ties, that we don’t knpw. For instance, [de-
leted] that the Russiaus are ahead of us in
the high yleld spectrum, we are about equal
in the [deleted] megaton range, and we are
ahead In the lower [deleted] range.

Now, I can’t prove otherwise, but I am
very suspicious, because we know |deleted]
that the Russians were planning a test pro-
gram [deleted] before they broke the mora-
torium and started testing. [Deleted.]

In addition to the uncertainties affect-
ing our strategic missile system, expert
testimony has indicated that atmos-
bheric testing is mandatory for the de-
velopment of an optimum anti-ballistic
missile and for establishing with cer-
tainty its ability to perform its mission
under the extreme conditions to which it

-will be exposed if the occasion to em-
- ploy -it should ever arise.

There has
been much confusion about the relation-
ship between atmospheric testing and
the perfection of ABM systems. This is
not a matter involving the development
and testing of the warhead. It does in-
volve the question of whether we have
adequate information on what we require
in the way of a warhead and what we
require in the way of radar performance

to give this Nation an ABM system with

sufficient reliability to make its produc-
tion and development and deployment
worth the billions of dollars involved.
The technical testimony leaves no doubt
that we can design and produce an ABM
system of unknown performance and re-
Hability under the conditions in which it
must perform its migsion, However, the
degree of confidence we can place in
such s system and the extent to which
We can provide a system which will give
this Nation the greatest protection at the
lowest cost are directly dependent upon
our ability to conduct the necessary tests
in the atmosphere. :

Mr. President, regarding the need for
atnmospheric tests in the development
and deployment of an antiballistic mis-
sile system, I read a statement by Ad-
miral Strauss, which appears on page
692 of the test ban treaty hearings:

‘With this reservatlon; I would like to com-
ment, in order to protect myself from attack.
I amn no techniclan but I have been present
at the birth of many new weapons systems
over s long period of years. No matter how
well in theory the components of g weapon
will ‘behave on paper, there is no assurance
that they will work dependably together un-
til they are put together and tried, and an
antiballistic missile system cannot be tested
underground and, therefore, no nation, our
Nation could not put oHe safely into produc-
tion and stockpile it which had never been
tested. This is a layman's opinlon based on
experience,

On page 103 of the hearings, the fol-
lowing statement by Secretary McNa-
mara appears:

In designing an antiballistic missile sys-
tem, the major factors are reaction speed,
missile performance, trafiic handling capac-
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ity, capacity for decoy discrimination, re-
sistance to blackout effects, and warhead
technology.

The last two of these items, resistance to
blackout effect and warhead technology de-
pends on nucléar testing.

At page 438 of the hearings, Dr. Ed-
ward Teller is recorded es saying:

I am in agreement with Secretary Mc-
Namara that under the present ban we can
proceed with our antiballistic-missile de-
fense. I do not agree that we can complete
this development. Actually, Secretary Me-
Namara did not say anywhere that he in-
tends to deploy a systera. Perhaps his lack
of determination to deploy is due to some
lack of knowledge. These are not black-
and-white questions. I feel we need obser-
vation, traffic handling, the perfection of
warheads, radar, all the points that the Sec-
retary has made very effectively; I agree
with all of them.

At page 452, Dr. Teller said, with refer-
ence to the necessity for atmospheric
tests in connection with the development

~of an antiballistic missile:

On that point I will say that Indeed we
can do a lot in this development without
atmospheric tests, we cannot bring the de-
velopment to a reliable conclusion without
atmospheric tests.

More than that, as we proceed in develop-
ing our defenses, we have to make cholces.
We have to decide at what altitude we want
to shoot down. the aggressor,

Senator LauscHE. I think you have covered
that. :

Dr. TELLER. What kind of rocket we need.
A number of choices of that kind. 'This
must be done often rather early in the game
and to make choices without the knowledge
that atmospheric testing could give us is a
very distinet handicap.

SIGNIFICANCE OF POST~SEFTEMBER 1961 TESTS

Senator LAUSCHE. When you state that in
your opinion Russia occupies a superior posi-
tion to ours in connection with the anti-
ballistic missile, what significance do you at-
tach to the extensive and large tests which
were made after September of 19619

Dr. TeLLER. I would guess that the Rus-
slans may have acquired the bulk of their
knowledge in this field in 1961 and 1962, al-
though it is quite possible that they may
have acquired quite a bit of their knowledge
even earlier. They have been pushing mis-
siles, rockets, much earlier than we have, and
every indication shows that their interest

‘and confidence in ballistic missile defense is

older and stronger than ours.
ATMOSPHERIC TESTING AND
DEFENSE

Senator LauscHEe. The statement is made
by the Joint Chiefs further. I quote:

Both sides could achieve an antiballistic
missile, but one with less desirable charac-
teristics than would.be the case if additional
atmospheric tests were conducted.

May I have your comment on that state-

SOUND MISSILE

. ment, first as to its soundness and second

as to whether Russia is ahead of us, because
it has conducted these large-scale tests.

Dr. Terier, In general T agree with the
I consider it something of an
understatement.

Senator Lapscue. Will you give 1t in your
light? .

Dr. TELLER. I would say that with atmos-
pheric testing, there is a real chance to de-
velop a sound antiballistic missile, a sound
missile defense. Without such testing, it is
my opinion that whatever we clevelop will be
uncertain, imperfect, and that may not even
be developed, because our doubts, together
with the expenses, may persuade us from
such a development,
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The . Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
“LoNG] §hen asked questions—which ap-
.peal’on page 467 of the hearings—as
follows:

Senator LONG Doctor, you suspect as I‘

understand your earlier testimony, you sus-
pect that in the last serfes of tests the Rus-
slans | probably “obtained fhe 'information
that they would need to develop an anti-
missile nlissile, or to develop a ballistic mis-
sile ‘defepse, to put it another way.

+-Pr. TeLiEr, I do. not know "how perfect
their Anformation is, but I feel the prob-
abllity is very corimon that they have de-
Yyeloped Very relevant knowledge which will

be ugeful for them in installing their anti-

‘ballistic. missile systems.

Senator LowNg, In the event fthey were’

.able t0 develop a missile defense against our
-ballistic missiles, and then proceed to breach
the’ treaty just long enough to prove it out,
would there be tlme for us to do the same
thing after we found out thai they had
_violated the treaty?

Dr. Terier. I am virtually certain there
would. not be time enough. We would be
lucky to get off to meaningful tésting in 3
. months, whereas they, if they have indeed
‘perfected, installed, but not completely
proven out their antiballistic missile equip-
ment, they could abrogate the treaty In a
day, use the next week for 100 or 500 detona-
. tlons, and if they then find the results un-
satisfactory, they will have lost a treaty.

If they find it satisfactory, they will have
won the world.

*Tni addition to the need for weapons ef-
fects tests in our quest for an effective
ABM system, I think it significant that
we have conflicting testimony Tegarding
our Nation’s requirements for very high
-yleld weapons on the order of 50 to 100
tmegatons, The problem has been under
- study for years, and clear and unequivo-
-cal decisions rglatlng to our needs for
-such weapons and the techniques ‘we
would use in employing them sfill are not
forthcommg I can only conclude that
- ‘our inability to make a firm military de-
" cislon on this matter, perhaps, is the re-

sult of our lack of knowledge concerning

the military effects of these weapons. I
is unlikely that clear decisions will ever
“he forthcoming unless we are able to pro-
: duce the device, to test it, and to meas-
ure grid analyze its effects as_the Rus-
sfans did nearly 2 years ago.
" Mr, President, it seems to me that the
crucial problem of weapons eftects was
" epitomized by Dr. Foster in the course of
. & colloquy which is to be found beginning
the hearings. I shall pro-
vide t’h‘i following excerpts:
1 West, Virginia. Dr. Foster,
1 have hedrd that we have as large a wéapon
as we could cofidelvably heed. We can pro-
duce. g 50-megaton weapon, and this would
be as 1arge as any country would ever have
to have, It seems to me that this 1s réally
’ beslde jghe point
. am’ T correct, Dr. Foster, in saying that
What ghould reaIly concern us are the effects
of the explosion of such & weapon upon our

missile sites and upon our misslle systems?

"osTER. That is correct, Senator Byro,
Sen,ator BYrD of West Virginla. Dr, Fos-

ter, if we confirm the treaty we will have

to conﬂne our tests to underground tests.

Nom, wlth the 1nformatlon We already

“have. ", result. of previous testing in the

' atmq Here, ‘and through the medium of un-
derground testing can we a.cquire satis-
factory and dependable and conclusive in-
forma%’icm with respect to weapons effects
pon sites and systems?
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Senator Byrp of West Virginia. Dr. Fos-

ter, this is the dilemma in which I find ny-

self. I, too, would like to hope that con-
firmation of . the treaty would be a step
toward peace and a step toward eventual
disarmament. But X _recall that the Rus-
slans were able to prepare for tests without
our detecting such preparation, when they
abrogated the moratorium.

I recall that they assured the President,
to our great satisfaction and happiness, that
weapons which were being moved into Cuba
were defensive weapons and not offensive
weapons, at the very time when he had in
his own hands evidence to the contrary.

Now, it seems to me, in the light of the
atmospheric tests which have been con-

ducted and for which elaborate preparations

were made, the equal of which we have not
been able to conduct, that the Russians
suddenly have come to a conclusion which
they opposed heretofore; to wit, that they

should enter lnto this kind of a test ban-

treaty.

Now, with the history of deceit that we
have before us, I am afraid that they already
have information which is vital to our se-
curity, and they may know what our ocwn
weapons systems and sites can stand by
virtue of the tests which they have carried
out, and if they presently intend or at some
later date should decide to abrogate the
treaty, then the additional disadvantage to
which we would be put, I fear, might be very
dangerous to our security.

So with these fears in mind, uhless some

~gelentist can tell me that we can indeed ex-

trapolate information through underground
testing which will satisfy our fears with re-
gard to weapons effects upon sites and sys-
tems, I am not satisfled with the argument
that we should take into consideration the
political judgments, because I do not believe
that the military leaders are prepared to
weigh those political judgments, and I do
not believe that the sclentists are. But I do
believe that the scientists can tell us whether
or not we can extrapolate information from
underground tests that will satisfy our fears
in the other regard.

Dr. FosTER. Sir, there is no existing experi-
mental data or theory, or to our knowledge,
future underground tests that can provide
you with the complete assurance you want.

Senator BYrp of West Virginia. I would
just like to carry Senator JacksoN's ques-
tions one step further, if I might, and tle
them in with such a question I asked earlier.

Dr. Foster, I asked you earlier, if by using
the information that we already have, and by

-eonducting aggressively underground tests

under the conditions of the treaty, we could
acquire information which would satisfy our
fears with regard to weapons effects upon
sites and systems, and you indicated, I be-
lieve, that we could not,

Would your answer still be the same if

I had framed my question differently to the

extent that I had included the safeguards
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended?

Dr. FosteRr. Yes, it would have been the
sameé. It is simply that the question of how
hard anything 1s to electromagnetic phe-
nomena, be it antiballistic missile defense or
hardness of silos, has to do with matters that,
in my opinion, are not sufficiently well under-
stood to be able to say with full confidence
that they will function as designed in a nu-
clear environment and this nuclear environ-
ment cannot be created by underground ex-
periments.

Senator BYrp of West Virginia. We are
taking a great chance with the security of
this country if we approve a treaty which

prohibits our further testing in the atmos-

phere, and, consequently, learning by such

testing important facts dealing with effects
upon sites and systems?_

~Dr, FOSTER, You are taking a risk, and you
cannot calculate it.

of such testing ¢

““Senator Byrp of West Virginia. Regardless
of these safeguards?
Dr. FosTer. Regardless of these safeguards.
Senator ByYrp of West Virginia. Even
though they are implemented to the fullest?
Dr. FosTER. That is correct.

(At this point Mr. METCALF took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, with further reference to the vital
issue of weapons effects on our sites and
systems, and to the fact that we can ac-"
quire full information only through the
medium of atmospheric tests, I should
like to quote General LeMay, reading
from page 370 of the test ban treaty hear-
ing. General LeMay was asked the fol-
lowing question:

SURVIVABILITY OF MISSILE SITES

General LeMay, without tests on the hard-
ness of. our misslle sites, can you be assured
of the survivability of our second strike
force?

General LeEMay. Well, we have overde-
signed to a great extent on our missile sites,
80 that we are reasonably sure that they will
stand an attack all right. .

But you never can be positively sure until’
we test them under actual conditions, and
this has not been done, of course,

On page 390 General LeMay said:

General LEMavy. Let us put it another way:
There are things you can find out about at-
mospheric effects in underground tests, but
I would say these are in the minority about
what we would like to know about weapons
effects.

Pursuing that same issue of weapons
effect, I read from page 443, in the testi-
mony of Dr. Teller:

But this test ban has nothing at all to do
with how many missiles either side builds.
This test ban has something to do with
knowledge, and It does not have to do so
much with knowledge concerning aggressive
potentials. It has something vitally impor-
tant to do with knowledge concerning mis-
sile defense, concerning the vulnerability of
our. retaliatory forces. I believe that the
Russians have acquired this knowledge. I
believe that, because they have acquired
this knowledge, they don’t need any more

_atmospheric tests, and I believe that is why

Khrushchev Is willing to sign the treaty at
present.

In 1960, he wasn’t willing to sign, but

now he had these magnificent test serles of
1961 and 1962, He now knows how to de-
fend himself. He now Kknows, probably,
where the weaknesses lie in our defense.
He has the knowledge, and he is now willing
to stop and prevent us from obtaining sumilar
knowledge.
- If the Russians want to build a big missile
force with which to attack us, they can do
so legally under the present testing. What
they need is knowledge, and that is what
they have. What we need is knowledge and
that is what we don't have.

As shown on page 464 of the hearings,
I asked Dr. Teller the following:

Is there information regarding overpres-
sure eflects upon our weapons systems re-
sultlng from the explosion of high-yield
nuclear devices In the multimegaton range
that can only be acquired through atmos-
pheric testing?

Dr. TerLer. If you tried to make a nuclear
explosion underground, then everything con-
nected with overpressure is very strongly in-
fluenced by the surroundings and the effects
ot by any trick that I
have seen so far constitute a sufficlent sub-
stitute for simple and stralghtforward test-
ing in the atmosphere
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Senator ByRp. Then is the absence of ade-
quiate and complete information regarding
weapons effects upon our weapons sites and
systems vital to the security of this Nation?

Dr. TerLer. I belleve that it is vital.

Senator ByYrp. If the safeguards recom-
mended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff—and I

am confident that you are familiar with the

safeguards that were suggested in their posi-
- tion paper—are observed and carried out,
will we be able to acquire the information we

need to satisfactorily overcome Wwhat has .

been termed by you to be a weakness vital
to our security? R

Dr. TerLrer. 1 believe that if these safe-
guards are observed, then the dangers which
I have mentioned will disappear in part only.
A lot of these dangers, a lot of these difficul-
ties will remain.

Senator ByYrp. Then your answer would be
that we would not be ahle to acquire to our
complete satisfaction the information that
we need to overcome these vital weaknesses
in our gystem?

Dr. TeLLER, This would be my conclusion,
uncertain as all such conclusions, but this
would be tt.

As shown on page 466, Dr. Teller had
this to say with regard to weapons
effects:

The main difficulty is just what you men-
tion. We are probably, or quite possibly,
at least, going to be faced with several mis-

siles, and we should be able to shoot at all of

them, and we should not be blinded by our
first shot.

This' means we must not make our first
shot unnecessarily big. This means that we
should know what is the probable right kill
radius. This means that we should so de-
slgn our. missiles as to give it a maximum
destructive effect at a minimum binding
effect. ’

All these questions need testing and more
testing, and after you have done it, you still
need to test to see’whether the whole thing
works, whether there is no flaw in the actual
operation. i

On page 424 of the hearings it is shown
that Dr. Teller said:

Secretary McNamara has told you, and he
is right, that we ¢an do a lot about missile
defense. We can study the incoming mis-
siles, we can study the decoys, and we can
try to see the difference between them. We

.can perfect our radars, make them harder,
more versatile, faster,

By underground testing we can develop
the best kind of nuclear explosives by which
to kill an incoming missile, because when
you are shooting at such a fast and uncer-
tain target as an incoming missile, you can-
not hit it with a bull’'s-eye. You need a pow-
erful counterforce, a small nuclear explo-
slon. T

Secretary McNamara has sald rightly that
we can do all that. ‘

But, there is one thing, one circumstance
he did not explain. He did not explain to

- you that we must expect not 1 missile to
come against us, but 5, and not to come
alone but to come accompanied by 25 de-
coys. We have to discriminate between
these, find out which are the dangerous ob-
jects and shoot them down, not some of
them, but all of them. The first shot that
we fire will blind us, and will make us less
prepared to shoot against the second missile

{ that comes hard on the heels of the first.

I quote Secretary McNamara on weap-
ons eifects tests, reading from page 104:

The problems of nuclear technology here
relate to the vulnerability of the balistic
missile warheard to kill by blast or by radia-
tlon. The latter vulnerability, as to radia-
tion, can be tested underground, but the for-
mer cannot be fully tested underground.

‘the voluntary moratorium.

|
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We have not, and we bel;ieve that the So-
viet Union has not, explored by full.scale
high altitude tests the vulnerability of re-
entry vehicles to blast.

Atmospheric testing woﬁld enable us to

confirm the enhanced resistance of new,
hard-warhead designs to blast. Without the
confirmation which dynamjec tests of reentry
vehicles would provide, we will have to rely
on extensive extrapolations, and, therefore,
there will be greater uncertainties than
would ctherwise exist.

I have attempted to indicate, by quot-
ing from distinguished and eminent
scientists and military experts who gave
testimony during the course of the hear-
ings conducted by the Committee on
Foreign Relations and by the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee of the
Committee on Armed Services, that the
matter of weapons effects can be vital
to the security of our Nation. .

Some of the witnesses expressed the
fear that the Soviet Union may have ac-
quired such vital information concern-
ing weapons effects upon sites and sys-
tems during the comprehensive and
effective postmoratorium atmospheric
tests. If the Soviets have not so devel-
oped such information, the danger in
our ratifying the treaty, and by so doing
precluding ourselves from engaging in
atmospheric testing, would not be so
great. We cannot be sure, however, that
the Soviet Union has not developed such
information. . * ,

Certainly we must be susplicious of Mr.
Khrushchev in regard to all things, and
particularly in this situation, since he
has upon at least two occasions rejected
a somewhat similar treaty and then sud-
denly, in this year of 1963, has reversed
his position and indicated a willingness
to enter into this treaty.

I am no expert, but I have listened to
the experts, as have other Senators. The
Soviet Union carefully planned elaborate
tests—such plans perhaps extended
through the entire 34 months of the
voluntary moratorium—and surprised
us with their statement that they were
going to abrogate the moratorium. Then,
subsequent to the abrogation of the
moratorium, they carried out a success-
ful series of tests. Furthermore, they
have had the opportunity and time, at
least, to evaluate the information which
could be extrapolated from such tests,
and may have found that important dis-

- coveries are in their possession with ref-

erence to weapons effects upon sites and
systems. )

The possibility is very alarming to me,
as it has been to Dr. Foster, Dr. Teller,
General Power, Admiral Burke, General
LeMay and others. Since we cannot be
sure, I fear the results of ratification
of the pending treaty, because under the

“treaty we can never fully develop such

information through underground tests
alone. The case, therefore, in respect of
weapons effects is simply this. The So-
viets effected a planned abrogation of
Through
subsequent atmospheric tests, they may
have acquired vital infarmation which
can only be developed by testing in the
atmosphere. Having such information
in their possession, and realizing that
our failure to conduct atmospheric tests

_to the same degree following the mora-

September 19

torium leaves us in an inferior position,
the Soviets may have every reason to be
willing to sign a treaty which will freeze
us in that inferior position.

THE NATURE OF THE SOVIET COMMUNI‘ST THREAT

Support of the test ban springs largely,
I believe, from an intense wish that the
world were different than it actually is.
It springs from viewing the world as we
would like it to be, rather than as it is.
It springs from a genuine desire for peace
and is so sincere and so overwhelming
that the nature of communism is for-
gotten. Let us remember that the Com-
munists have only one purpose to which
all their actions are geared. This pur-
pose is world conquest.

The aims which the Communists seek
and the methods they are willing to use
have been vividly spelled cut many
times by the Communists themselves.
On December 26, 1922, in his report to
the 10th All-Russian Congress of So-
viets, Stalin declared that the cecision to
form a union of Soviet republics was
“another decisive step toward the amal-
gamation of the toilers of the whole
world into a single world Sceialist Re-
pbublic.” ‘The handbook of Marxism
states further the Communist objective
in the section on the program of the
Communist International. It says:

Thus, the dictatorship of the world pro-
letariat is an essential and vital condition
precedent to the transformation of the world
caplitalist economy into Socialist economy.
This world dictatorship can be established
only when the victory of socialismn has been
achieved.

And Stalin supported this objection,
for he said this:

For the victory of the revolution in one
country, in.the present case Russia * * *
is the beginning of and the groundwork
for the social revolution.

And with the death of Stalin, Malen-
kov—notwithstanding his professions for
a new order of coexistence-—revealed his
falth in Soviet destiny when he said:

We khow firmly that the viectory of de-

mocracy and socialism throughout, the world
is inevitable,

Dimitri Manuilsky, active in the revo-
-lution, one-time chairman of the Coun-
cil of People’s Commissars of the Ukraine
S.8.R., and a Communist representative
at the United Nations, described, in a
lecture at the Lenin School of Political
Warfare, the tactics that the Commu-
nists would some day employ. He said:

War to the hilt between communism and
capitallsm is inevitable. Today, of course,
we are not strong enough to attack. Our
time will come in 20 or 30 years. To win we
shall need the element of surprise. The
bourgeoisie will have to be put to sleep. So
we shall begin by launching the most spectac-
uar peace movement on record. There will
be electrifying overtures and unheard of con-
cessfons. The capitalist countries stupid
and decadent, will rejoice to cooperate in
thelr own destruction. They will leap at an-
other chance to be friends. As soon as their
guard is down, we shall smash them with our
clenched fist.

Lenin outlined the modus operandi for
Communist domination of the world.
He said:

First we will take Xastern Europe, then
the masses of Asia. Then we will surround
America, the last citadel of capitalism. We

»
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overripe fruit.

- our lap like
Khrus v, true to form, §
ern diplomats at a reception in Moscow
on November 18, 1956

Whether jou Tike ‘it ‘or not, ‘hlstory is on
,our slde Ve will bUIy you jet.

-Lest any ‘person feel that ‘Khru-
shchpv s words were spoken in a moiment
of Jocundlty, they would do well to re-
fiect upon what he said when, on June 2,
1957, he appeared before an American
television audience:

I can prophesy that your grandchildren
An America will Iive under soclalism,

Communist pohmes are firmed to un~
) vremlttlng war on non-Communist na-

tions—war in the military sense at
* times; at other times, a war of docfrinal

tactics, of infiltration and subversion, of -

economic piracy and the stlmulatxon of
moral chabs.

~'T do_not. “wish to labor the point, but
it is clear; and, 1rrespect1ve of changes in
" leadership, the key objective of world
'domlnatlon has remained constant.

: THE 5 §OvIRT RECORD OX TREATIES

‘We learned long ago that the Soviet
leaders cannot be trusted and that their
agreemehts are usually worthless. “As a
matter of fact, we have no less author-
ity for our guldance than Stalin, Lenin’s
suecessor.  Stalin was frank to say:

Words must have no relation to actlon—

- otherwise what kind of diplomacy lIs it?
Words are oné thing actions another. " Good
words are a mask for concealment of bad
“deeds. Smcere diplomacy is no more pos-
sible than dry water or iron wood.

The. unfoldmg tragw history ‘of the
“times In which we men have lived pro-
* vides the stark and irrefutable evidence
that the Communists keeponly those
agreements which are in their interests
to keep, and that they will break those
agreements which no longer serve their
Interests, And the fact should not es-
.cape us that “their interests,” as used
hete, are not the interests of a free peo-
ple whose rulers govern by the consent,
freely expressed, of the governed; but,
rather, they are the “interests” of the
international conspiracy which has its
roots in the Kremlin and which seeks

to Impose its ideological will upon other

governments throughout the world so as
to assure the final outcome about which
Lenin, the hlgh priest of Communist
strategy, spoke in 1923, “the final victory
of soclalism “(communism).”

The long list of pledges broken by the
Soviet Union leads almost inevitably to
the conclusmn that many of the agree-
ments Were “entered into without good
faith and in acéordance with the familiar
Communist dlctum

Prpmlses are like ple crusts—made to be
broken

"Ag ’10ng as ‘we have En agxeement
which does not provide for inspection of
Soviet territory, 50 that we can Seé for
ourselves what the Soviet Union'is do-
ng, we are In effect relying upon trust
:thaf the Soviets will abide by the freaty,
Yet, many are the instances in the past

: when the Soviet Union has demonstrated
it d1srespect for agl eements solemnly}
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. shall not have to atta,ck " She will fall into"‘

entered into.
worth remembering at this time.

" On September 28, 1926, Lithiianiia and
the Soviet Union. concluded, a non-
aggression pact. On June 15, 1940,

Lithuania was invaded by Soviet forces.

On May 4, 1932, Estonia and the
U.S.SR. signed a nonaggression bpact.
Eight years later, on June 16, 1940,

-Soviet military forces invaded Estonia.

On February 5, 1932, Latvia and the
Soviet Union signed a nonaggression
pact. Eight years later, on June 186,
1940, Soviet military forces invaded
Latvia. '

At the Yalta Conference in February

" 1945, the United States, Great Britain,

and the Soviet' Union agreed to help the
peoples liberated from Nazi control to
solve their political and economic prob-
lems by democratic means. The
U.S.S.R. flagrantly violated the letter and
spirit of this pledge by installing Com-
munist regimes in Bulgaria, Hungary,
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Rumania.
Also at Yalta, the Soviet Union agreed
that the Republic of China should retain
full sovereignty in Manchuria. The
Russians flouted this agreement by
tactics of obstruction designed to deliver
Manchuria to the Chinese Reds.

At Potsdam in July 1945, the United
States, the U.S.8.R., and the United
Kingdom agreed that, subject to the re-
quirements of military security, freedom
of speech, freedom of the press, and free-
dom of religion would be respected in the
occupation of Germany. As everyone
knows, Soviet authorities in East Ger~
many have curtailed genuine freedom of
speech and press by imposing the totali-
tarian instruments of suppression, cen-
sorship, and secret police. Basic legal
and political rights have been the victim
of authoritarian edict and one-party
control, with the inevitable result that a
puppet regime has been installed.

Most fresh in our minds, of course, is
the summit conference of the Big Four
in Geneva in July 1955. This high-level
parley in the diplomatic Alps engendered
great expectations among the peoples of
the free world.

The single most specific agreement
made at Geneva was on .the German
question. The four powers declared it
was their purpose to settle the German
guestion and the reunification of Ger-
many by means of free elections which
shall be carried out in conformity with
the national interests of the German
people and the interests of European
security.

As Mr. John Foster Dulles later sald,
the Soviet Union failed to keep this sol-
emn pledge, and on November 16, 1955,
the Foreign Ministers of France, the
United Kingdom, and the United States
stated that negotiations on the German
question had reached a deadlock, because

" the Soviet Foreign Minister insisted on a
“German policy which would have in-

volved the continued division of Ger-
mahy as well as the eventual dissolution
In a
letter dated February 28, 1958, Soviet
Forelgn Minister Gromyko tore up the
final scrap of the Geneva .agreement

when he said the Germah question is a

At least a few of these are '
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questlon of’ relatlons between the two
existing German states.

To those who may suffer the illusion
that the real nature of international
communism can be changed by any new
show of amiability and affability put on
by the Russians in connection with the
signing of this treaty, one might only
point to the announcement, which came
on the heels of the 1955 Geneva adjourn-
ment, that the Soviets were increasing
their military forces in East Germany. .
Then, too, the Israeli plane disaster, in
which more than 50 persons were shot
down by the Bulgarian Communists, only
conformed to the Russian pattern of
committing overt, violent acts in order
to demean the United States before the
eyes of the world. - “So sorry,” said the
Bulgarian Communists, and they felt
that they had atoned for their trigger-
happy brutality. One must not forget,
too, that it was virtually on the eve of
the Geneva Conference that the Rus-
sians shot down one of our American
planes over international waters, inflict-
ing severe burns upon American boys,
scars which some of the victims will carry
to their graves. In that instance, the
Soviets quickly assumed the partial re~
sponsibility, a development, based upon
past experience, that warranted the
sound conclusion that they knew it was
their full responsibility. Our State De-
partment made a hasty agreement, ac-
cepting the Soviet offer to pay for the
damages.

I mention these incidents at this junc-
ture merely to point up the sorry stand-
ards of measurements we have too often
used in our official dealings with the Rus-
sians and to stress the fact that our
sincere desire for peaceful relations with
the Communists will carry us into serious
danger unless we base our reckonings and
policies on realism,

SOME ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS ON QUES=-
TIONS RAISED BY THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN4
TREATY
First. Adetente.

Second. The leopard’s spots.

Third. Time and circumstance.

Fourth. Peace with justice.

Fifth, World opinion. .

Sixth. The basic issue.

“1. A DETENTE

Mr. President, as one explanatmn for
Mr. Khrushchev’s willingness to be a
party to this treaty, the thought is ad-
vanced that he wishes to attain a de-
tente with the West. I consider it to be
merely another one of those cyecles in
which the Communists follow periods of
tension with periods of seeming relaxa-
tions. The Soviets may desire, at this
point, a period in which to consolidate
gains and repair weaknesses.

It is impossible, of course, for us to
know with certainty what the reasons are
for the sudden change of Soviet position
and the turn of events. But there is
no evidence that Khrushchev has finally
decided to work for a stable and lasting
peace. ]

Many of us have asked, “Why did
Khrushchev agree at this time to an
agreement he had refused even to dis-

cuss m September 1961 and August
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1962?” In answer, we have been told
that in October 1962, during the Cuban
crisis, the Russian leader “peered into the
pit of the inferno,” realized for the first
time the horrors that a nuclear exchange
could unleash upon the world, and be-
came convinced that the real interest of
the Soviet Union would bes} be served
by a relaxation of world tensions as a
prelude to control over world armaments.
Those who hold this view seem to for-
get that the immediate result of the
Cuban crisis was a “hardening” of the
Soviet position on on-site inspection at
the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference
in Geneva, that the Soviet decision to
Pparticipate in the pact did not come until
the Soviet Union had completed its at-
mospheric test series, and that all the
comments relating to the inferno into
which world leaders peered during the
Cuhan crisis have come from officials of
the free world. One is almost tempted
to ask, “Who frightened whom?”
There.is little evidence of any sincere
effort on the part of the Soviet Union to
correct or modify the real causes of world
tensions. Soviet forces still occupy
Cuban soil. The Berlin wall still stands.
East Germany still cannot participate in
free elections or in a referendum on re-
unification. The Soviet leadership con-
tinues to threaten the free world with
bombs in orbit and 100-megaton nuclear
weapons. Subversion and warfare con-
tinue under Soviet sponsorship around
the periphery of the free world while
the Soviet and Chinese heartlands re-
main relatively immune.
- The Soviet leadership may have peered

into the inferno last October, but I am -

not convinced that they were reformed
by what they saw. ,

I feel that, as has been the case be-
fore, the Soviets desire a breathing spell
for the purpose of regrouping forces and
for reexamining strategy and tactics. As
Adm. Arleigh Burke testified during the
hearings:

Baged on the past actions of the Com-
munists when they make a sudden about-
face, as they have done in the case of this
treaty the provisions of which they have
rejected on several previous occasions, it
would seem that they wish to seek some
advantage over the United States.

They never have been generous. They al-
ways have acted solely in their own in-
terests to reach their own goal of domi-
nation,

James David Atkinson, Ph. D., Asso-
ciate Professor of Government at
Georgetown University, in his book “The
Edge of War,” 1960, includes an. inter-
esting chapter entitled “The Fusion of
War and Peace.” Dr. Atkinson, a West
Virginian, discusses the Soviet purpose
of seeking a “breathing space,” from

- time to time, in the course of the Com-
munist offensive:

Furthermore, any disarmament conces-
sions will be, on the part of the Soviet bloc,
in the nature of a detente. But the demog-
racies, by contrast, have in the past tended
to consider such arrangements on a perma-
nent or semipermanent basis.

“The new phase of Soviet strategy does not
imply an abandonment of the ultimate goal
of a; Communist world. This is clearly
spelled out by Khrushchev’s statement im-
mediately preceding his American visit:
“We Communists believe that the idea of
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communism will ultimately be victorious
throughout the world, just as it has been
victorious In our country, in China, and
many other states.” '

The idea of a breathing space during
which . Soviet strategy will c¢all for
the struggle agalnst the non-Communist
countries to he conducted in a more sophis-
ticated form was also pointed out in a Pravda
editorial that lald down the line in these
words: “Today we are living at a time when
the historic transition” from socialism to
communism is taking place. * * * At the
United Nations, Comrade Khrushchev put
forward the principles of U.S.8.R. foreign
policy and on behalf of thé Soviet Govern-
ment submitted proposals for universal and
complete disarmarnent of all states, which
opens up a new era in the struggle for world
peace.” !

A breathing space in the cold war between
the Soviet Unlon and the NATO allies will
also permit the Chinese Communist junior
partner to stepup cold, war activity in the
Far East while the TU.S.8.R. regroups its
forces in the other half of the globe.

The apparent new phase in Soviet policy
can be expected to last only as long as it
offers advantages to the Kremlin leadership.
Undoubtedly there will be those in the Soviet
high command who will, urge a harder policy
against the West, for they will see gigns that
will confirm their bellef that the capitalists
are sufiiclently decadent and weakened to be
eliminated sooner rather than later. From
time to time the non-Communist world will
be threatened, and incidents will be manu-
factured to test its strength. The United
States will remain the principal barrier to
Soviet bloc aspirations. Nineteen hundred
and filty-eight saw the beginnings of a sub-
tler policy by the Soviet Unilon to dissipate
American determination to maintain this
barrier. The decade to 1968, and especially
the years from 1961, will be the crucial period
in the development of ‘Soviet strength and
the attempted softening of the American will
to resist and of the ingredient that chiefly
supports that will, ouwr military strength.
Signs of weakness on the part of the United
States will no doubt increase the momentum
of the Soviet advance and lead the Kremlin
to believe that it need not delay the last
stage of the Communist offensive.

I believe Dr. Atkinson’s words are
prophetic. :
2. THE LEOPARD'S SPOTS

Many of the attitudes and stratagems
which mark the Communists’ approach
to negotiations are bafiling in the ex-
treme so long as we believe that they are
seeking peace, or even a significant low-
ering of tensions. But they become un-
derstandable as soon.as we realize that
they are seeking on.ly,t in Lenin’s phrase,
“an agreement concerning war.” Marg-
ist-Lenin thinking in this regard has not
changed from the idea of one-time Polit-
buro member Grigori E. Zinoviev, who
said on February 2, 1919: .

We are willing to s}gn an unfavorable
peace with the Allies. * * * It would only
mean that we should put no trust whatever
in the bit of paper we should sign. We
should use the breathing space so obtained
to gather our strength.’

Stated another way, if the other party
to such a treaty belieyes that it 1s being
signed in good faith, he is to be rated as
a victim of his own naivete: what Lenin
called petty bourgeois trustfulness.

History repeats itself. This is a com-
mon saying which we have all heard from
our youth up. If, then, we refuse to
understand the lesson of history, we are
condemned to repeat the errors of the
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past. We shall suffer all the more if we
insist upon closing our eyes to that in-
evitable history which Communist lead-
ers, as did Hitler in Mein Kampf, write
in advance.

If, indeed “coming events cast their
shadows before,” we should long ago
have taken warning from a commit-
ment, grievously broken, of 30 years ago.
Litvinoff’s pledge to President Roosevelt
is referred to on page 287 of “What We
Must Know About Comraunism,” by
Harry and Bonaro Overstreet, 1958

Even the ideological outposts of empire
rest on broken promises. Thus, on Novern-
ber 12, 1933, Litvinoff gave a four-point
pledge to President Roosevelt—as a condi-
tion of the U.S.8.R.s being officially rec-
ognhized—guaranteeing that the Soviet
Union would refrain from all propagands
and organized activity that had as its aim
the overthrow of the U.8. Government or
the undermining of our institutions. Five
days later, however—withh recognition ac-
complished—he released a statement which
said, “The Third International is not men-
tioned in this document. ¥You must not
read Into it more than was intended.” A
month later, the Comintern niet in Moscow
and adopted resolutions which instructed
all parties—including the CPUSA—that
there was no way out of the general crisis
of capitalism other than the one demon-
strated by the Bolshevik revolution.

In His Sermon on the Mount, Jesus
uttered an oft-quoted truism: “Where-
fore by their fruits ye shall know them.”
The Soviet record of deceit and duplic-
ity, treachery and perfidy is clearly
written. But that record is not com-
plete, nor, in my judgment will it be
complete as long as leaders in the So-
viet TUnion subscribe to Communist
ideology.

The words of the Prophet Jeremiah,
heard above the din of the centuries, are
as meaningful in our age as they were
in his tempestuous day:

Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or the
leopard his spots? Then meay ye also do
good, that are accustomed to do evil,

That the leopard has not changed his
spots should be evident from the follow-
ing statement by Mr. Khrushchev—a
statement arrestingly free from dissimu-~
lation. Khrushchev, who some appear
to believe is somewhat less dangerous
than was Josef Stalin for the United
States, said on September 17, 1955:

If anyone thinks that our smiles mean
the abandonment of the teachings of Marg,
Engels, and Lenin, he is deceiving himself
cruelly. Those who expect this to happen
might just as well wait for a shrimp to Jearn
how to whistle.

3, TIME AND CIRCUMSTANCE

It has been suggested that we cannot
now reject a nuclear test ban ftreaty
since we advanced the same offer in
1959 and again in 1962.

The situation which now confronts the
United States is quite different from the
situation at the time of the previous of-
fers. In 1961 and 1962, the Soviet Union
carried out an extensive seri¢s of nuclear
tests in violation of previous promises to
refrain from testing. As is well known,
much time is required in order to eval-
uate such a series of tests. The Soviet
evaluation of the 1961-62 series was
completed during 1963. "The Soviets
now have the opportunity to freeze us
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into an inferior technological position.
Consgquently,.the situation as of today

has clearly changed and, in prudence, we

__ cannot be bound by offers made when

quite different circumstances obtained.
Proponents of the nuclear test ban treaty
woulgd quite clearly have a much stronger
case had the Soviet Union refrained
from conducting such an extensive series
of nuclear tests in 1961-62.

- .4, PEACE WITH JUSTICE

‘It has been argied that if we reject

the present treaty we will never be able
to get the Soviet Union to sign another
“test ban treaty. ) R
“This argument ignores 46 years of
Soviet diplomacy, From the Bolshevik
selzure of power in Russia down to the

" . present day, if there has been one con-

stant in Soviet diplomacy it has been,
above all, the constant of flexibility. As
shown over the coiirse of thousands of
negotiations, the Soviets are quite willing
to bargain endlessly at the diplomatic
table. Ttisnot théy, but we who become

restless and believe that some action
must be taken now, some diplomatic
agréement reached at once. And this
flexibility on the part of the Soviets has
consistently been tied to a keen appre-
ciation of the balahce of military power
‘in the world.” When the military power
of the United States has been in the
_ gscendancy the Soviets—being always
flexible, as they afe—have been inclined
" to be more réasonible. ‘When the mili-
tary power of the United States has be-
gun even a slightly apparent decline, the
. Boviets have tended to become bellig-
erent, béllicose, and intransigent.

. Paradoxlcally, rejection of the treaty
may eventually bring about a treaty em-
b,ra,'cin%isoﬁd inspection safeguards—and
which the Soviet Union would accept.
How, one may well ask, could such a
desirable ‘end  be achieved? If the
TUnited States tests—as we have not

done—and realizes the full potential of
of which we are ¢apable, we can prove
coticlusively to the Soviet Union that
- they cannot compete with us in nuclear
weapons.  The Soviet record is clear.
They are the hardest of hard negotiators.
But they do respect power. Here again
the record is clear. If faced with a con-
“{inuing position of inferiority in nuclear

~_‘technology, fhey would have every reason

to accept a valid treaty providing sound
rules of inspection. Unfortunately, it
would appear that they accept our pres-
ent desire for a treaty as a sign of weak-
ness. By rejecting the treaty we can
flisabuse them of this notion. Then, pa-
tiently but purposefully, we can go for-
ward to build an enduring peace. Not a
~-fepuous  peace Which may expire as

Puickly ‘as did Neville Chamberlain’s

“peace in gur time.” But an endutring

peace based on power with purpose. Let

uis ot timidly shrink from the atom, but,

P »kﬁoe‘vg'lgg that God is good, have faith that
- =

ition under God” was given great

PO om the atom-—to be used in the
. pursiiif fiot of peace alone, but of peace
{rith justice. o
- Nr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?
- 'Mr. BYED of West Virginia. I yield.
"1 Mr. LONG 6f Louisiana. Inline with
what the Senator is saying, if we agree

Pt

Mr. Presi-
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"of the treaty by the Senate would have

to the test ban treaty minus inspection,
and the Soviets are able to victimize us
in one way or enother, as by testing on
Chinese soil and pushing ahead to the
development of new plans based upon
knowledge already obtained, would it not
be likely that the Communists would
have even stronger reason to believe that
they might eventually be able to lure us
into a disarmament treaty, under which
we would forgo essential inspection or
agree to the kind of inspection the So-
viets might offer?

For example, they are proposing to
have inspections at certain places which
they would designate—a particular
crossroads or railroad crossing that they
would agree to. But if we agreed to such
a plan, they would “route the train” the
other way, so that it not pass the loca-
tions of the sites to be inspected, in an
attempt to mislead or deceive us. Thus
the seeds of our own undoing would be
contained in such an agreement.

On the other hand, if we insisted that
we would make no agreement until we
were satisfied that such a treaty served
our purpose equally with theirs, we would
have executed an agreement under which
we could automatically detect a viola-
tion.

1f we obtained that kind of agree-
ment, would it not be the basis for mak-
ing the Soviets realize that eventually,
at such time as disarmament came, it
would have to be on a foolproof inspec-
tion basis?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The sug-
gestion is an interesting one.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we en-
tered into this treaty minus inspection,
the Communists would be given every
incentive to feel that if they held out
long enough, they could get a disarma-
ment agreement minus inspection, .

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Earlier
this week the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services [Mr.
RusseLL] lucidly and cogently presented
a logical step-by-step hypothetical case
precisely in point with what the Sena-
tor from Louisiana has just said. I thank
the Senator.

5. WORLD OPINION

"1t is urged that so many nations of the
world have already signed the nuclear
test ban treaty that the United States
risks the censure of world opinilon if we
refuse to approve the treaty. This is
really one of the strongest arguments
sustaining the decision, right or wrong—
and only the future will reveal this—of
those who will support the treaty. At
least, it appears to be one of the major
factors in their declsion.

There seems to be a great fear of fly-
ing in the face of world opinion if we re-
ject the treaty. Voss, in Nuclear Am-
bush, aptly puts this question into
focus: '

Before the world is overcome with gullt
for having produced the atomic age’s bril-
liant mushroom cloud, it would do well to

reflect how much more of this globe would be

under the communistic cloud today were 1t
not for the U.S. nuclear capacity.

I think we should pause and reflect
about the matter of world opinion, as
it has been injected into the issue be-
fore us. I, too, will agree that rejection

DPB5B00383R000100200004:6
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an adverse psychological effect upon the
countries that have signed the treaty.
But is this to deter us from acting, even
at this late hour, in our own best inter-
ests and in the best interests of those
who might momentarily condemn us?
Tt should give us pause to remember that
the overwhelming majority of the sig=
natories will never become nuclear pow-
ers. Many of these signatories could ill
afford a modern battleship.

To allow world opinion to dissuade us
from taking a course away from danger
is to allow ‘“the tail to wag the dog,” if
I may refer to a common expression.
Let us not forget that when we talk about
the striking power that is built around
the Strategic Air Command and the
Polaris submarine, we are talking, in
Ceneral Power’s words, “about better
than 90 percent of the striking power
of the free world.” This being the case,
why should the United States—a country
which, in the event of all-out war, would
be expected to deliver 90 percent of the
striking power for the protection of the
free world—hesitate to act in accordance
with its own safety, and that of its allies,
even if it means that we temporarily dis-
appoint the portion of the free world
complex which can supply only 10 per-
cent of the striking power?

A large percentage of those who would
condemn us for rejection of the treaty
would be neutral states. Some of these
have been more or less chronic critics,
not only of our foreign policy, but of our
domestic policies, as well.

In this trying hour we should heed
the words of the Psalmist: ‘“Be still, and
know that I am God.” Perhaps If ‘we
would but take a moment in this mad
rush of life and “be still” to ponder and
meditate upon the troublesome aspect of
world opinion as it is involved in the -
momentous question before us, we would
find an inner counsel and an inner
strength that would enable us, not “to
see through a glass darkly,” but to come
face to face with our destiny.

. American is a great nation. It has
long been a good neighbor to the coun-
tries that join its unwalled and un-
guarded borders, Its sons and daugh-
ters have shed their blood more than
once in the cause of liberty. It has free-
1y poured out its largess to other nations,
small and large, throughout the earth.
Many of the signatories of the treaty—
in fact, virtually all of them-——have, at
one time or another, been the recipients,
in one way or another, of our benef-
jcence. America’s good will again and
again has been liberally demonstrated
by the outpouring of her billions and by
her other deeds of kindness. What more
is needed to convince the world of the
peaceful motives of the greatest nation
in all the ages?

There are but few nations that have
power to alter the course of world his-
tory. America is one of the few. The
overwhelming majority of nations will
be able in the future, as they have been
able in the past, to contribute but little
to the determination of human events
and to the course of the stream of his-
tory. )

A
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Those who would condemp us lack the
power to take “at the flood” that “tide_
in the affairs of men which leads on ta
fortune.” But not so with America. She
has the power and the resources to direct
the path of events. . .

Along with this power, America has a
duty, In this situation, to act so as to._
insure that communism will not be “the
wave of the future,” 5

But we cannot temporize, and we must
not shrink from our oft-unpleasant re-
sponsibility. What really counts so
much is, not world opinion_in this era
of confusion but, rather, what will pre-
serve this Republic in all the years to

come. e

I refer again to “An Appraisal,” a
chapter in Nuclear Ambush; .
For the United States, it matters only to
a minor degree—it is not even morally de-
fensible—if neutrals complain sabout our.”
sprinkling them with radioactive fallout that
may possibly harm a very few of their people.
Dysentery and influenza, which the com-
Plainers export to us, more than balance the.
grievance lists. If the safety of all America
is at stake, however, one takes the risk of
harming a few people, forcigners or fellow
citizens. We can regret the injury—perhaps
try to compensate in some way_for it. But
we cannpt sacrifice our whole Nation’s safety
Oor our own very Hves, opt of deference to a
vague fear that 1s more mystic than

sclentific——

Or real. . .

Voss ¢learly reflects the Soviet Union’s
disregard for world opinion on page 532
of his book : .

Test ban advocates said Russla could not
afford to cheat, because she would be griev-
ously embarrassed If she were caught. But
the Communists dared to cheat on the
Korean and Indochinese armistice agree-
ments and seemed. to bear up extremely well,
if they suffered any embarrassment at all,
The Russians later forced abandonment of
the whole premise when they resumed test-
ing In September 1961, boasted of it, and
tried to intimidate the world. *

The fact that “world opinion” has its
curse as well as its blessing is articulately
portrayed in this final excerpt from Voss’
work:

There are some lessons to be drawn from
the history if the nuclear test ban issue.
One of the first is that it is extremely dan-
gerous to put off a showdown with “world
opinion” over issues vital to the national
security. The United States got involved
in a nuclear test ban negotiation more be-
cause 1t “wanted to be nice” to the rest of
the world than because 1t believed its own
security Interests would be served. It may
or may not have been true that wiping out
the danger of nuclear war would have been
in the national interest, if it were even pos-
sible. But it was clearly percelved in the
days before 1958 that a nuclear test ban
alone could not possibly accomplish this,
Later, the United States stumbled rather
than walked into the test ban ambush,
humoring the worrlers of the world, who de-
pended on the United States for protection,
rather than leading them. Humoring the
fainthearted, when confronted with a ruth-
less adversary llke Soviet communism, has
proved to be a dangerous game,_

Indeed, if the question before us were
not so sobering, one might, in being con-
fronted - with the argument that we
should not fly in the face of world opin-
don—that of 97 nations—brush. aside the
thought, by simply referring to Thomas
Carlyle, On Boswell’s Life of Johnson.
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Aesop’s Fly, sitting: on the axle of the
chariot, has been much laughed at for ex-
claiming: “What a dust I do ralse,”

In answer to thosé who urge that re- .

jection of the treaty risks the censure
of world opinion, it'is a temptation to
pboint out that the general peace—the
freedom from a total war—enjoyed by
the world since the ehd of World War II
has not been brought about by world
opinion. It results, as Sir Winston
Churchill has reminded us, from the
blunt fact that the United States has
possessed such overwhelming power in
nuclear weapons and their delivery ca-
pability as to insure a general peace.
Such an answer, I say, is indeed tempt-
ing, for it is true. But there is an even
more compelling angwer. The nuclear
test ban treaty is before the Senate of

. the United States for serious and prayer-

ful deliberation. It is to be hoped that
the United States is ‘not engaged in an
international popularity contest. The
compelling answer is,'not how many Na-
tions have ratified this treaty, but that
the United States adopt the course of
action that is right. British Prime Min-
ister Neville Chamberlain returned from
Munich with the plaudits of most of the
nations of the world that he had
brought peace in our time. 'The Brit-
ish press recorded that massive crowds
hailed him in London on the night of
his return from Murich, and that the
cheering masses joinéd in singing “For
He’s a Jolly Good Fellow.” But, did he

-do what was right?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, we come to a discussion of the
basic issue of the nuclear test ban treaty,

THE BASICfISSU‘E

The basie, the overriding, issue is
whether the treaty canstitutes a risk to
the continued military superiority of the
United States and, if so, whether the
risk to that superiority is a risk to peace.

That the treaty constitutes a serious
risk to the continued military superiority
of this Nation is clear; as I think I have
already shown. This' is my judgment
of the matter, but it is based upon a care-
ful weigching of the evidence. And
while I do not stand with the majority
in this judgment, I do not stand alone.

‘The ultimate question, therefore, is
this: Is the treaty a résk to peace?

- Since the end of the Second World War
the world has witnessed an uneasy peace
which some have called the cold war.
But there has been a general peace, an
absence of general war. What has main-
tained this general peacde? Notan Amer-
ican, as I have already indicated, but an
Englishman has given the most cogent
answer. Sir Winston Churchill has said
that the overwhelming nuclear superior-
ity possessed by the United States has
kept the peace. Clearly, anything which
diminishes this nuclear superiority is a
step which diminisheg the power to
maintain this general peace. It is a step
Which may encoura,gq1 any aggressor-
minded nation to take a risk which it
would otherwise be inhibited from taking,
the risk of war.

~ Speaking in Yugoslavia on August 21,
1963, Soviet Premier Khrushchev said:

You and we have mutual aims, the struggle
to construct socialism and communism. You
and we have & mutual enemy: imperialism.
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Will the effects of the nuclear test ban
treaty increase the risk of war by en-
couraging Khrushchev—or his succes-
sor—to take risks against the “enemy”’
which would otherwise not be taken? To
answer this hard question easily in the
hame of the relaxation of tensions is
tempting. It may even be momentarily
bopular. But a harder course of action is
that enjoined by the admonition of the
Bible to act with prudence. Using words
s0 applicable to the question of trust to-
day, to the spirit of the nuclear test-bhan
treaty, the psalmist said:

The words in his mouth were as smooth as
butter, but war was in his heart.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, I have reached my con-
clusion to vote against this treaty. I
shall do this sorrowfully. Sorrowfully
because it places me in opposition to the
position of our President, a leader who
has earnestly sought to find s path of
hope in his pursuit of beace. I respect
and honor our Commander in Chief.
Yet, all men are fallible, and sli may,
therefore, err. As a Member of the
Senate, upon whose shoulders rests an
equal portion of the awesome responsibil-
ity of choosing the right course as we
stand at what may be the last great
crossroads, I feel it imperative that du ty
should rise above all things and that in
the course of fulfilling my. duty, I am
bound to be true to my convictions. My
convictions have led me to speak the
words I have spoken today and they will
lead me, if I live, to carry out my an-
nounced intention to cast my vote
against confirmation of the treaty. For,
as Robert E. Lee said:

If we, only to please the pecple, stand for
that which we disapprove, how, then, can we
later defend our actions?

I hope that I am wrong in my ap-
prehensions, because as the distinguished
chairman of thé Senate Armed Services
Committee said earlier this week, if
those of us who are agninsi this treaty
are wrong in our decision, then, we will
all be the happier for it.

Paul the Apostle said: ‘“Where the
spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.”
America’s greatness has been, from the
beginning, of the spirit. There have been
times recently when I have thought that
America’s greatness had slipped from
her grasp, but this cannot be right.
Human destiny will still be influenced
by an America that calls back again her
greatness, because there is yet an Amer-
ica that, in this conflict of wills and
ideologies and ways of life, can draw once
more on her spiritual heritage with the
call to action of the Prophet, Isaiah:

Strengthen ye the feeble hands, and con-
firm the weak knees. Say to the faint-
hearted: Take courage, and fear not.

A people that thus recalls its heritage
of courage may yet ensure that “the edge
of war, like an ill-sheathed knif e, no more
shall cut its master.”

Mr. President, I apologize to the other
Members of the Senate who have been

-discommoded by my long snd tedious

statement. I recognize that those of us
who take the position I have taken are
assuming an unpopular position in this
matter. I accord to those who support
the treaty, however, as I stated in the

ApprOved For Release 2007/01/20 : CjA-RDP65BOO383ROOO100200004-6



Approved For Release 2007/01/20 :‘CI’A-RDP65800383R600100200004-6

1963

beginning, the same sincerity of purpose
and the same dedication to the security
of our country as I claim to possess.

We have all examined the same testi-
mony, the same evidence, on the question
which we soon must decide. We have
listened to the same witnesses. But,
having weighed this evidence, having
evaluated it, each of us has attempted
to judge, in his own mind and in his own
conscience, what his decision should be.
And we shall not all agree.

Regardless of the decision of each of
us, every Senator has consclentiously
strived to wrest from this agonizing
question the answer that will serve his
country best. For, differ though we will,
the consolation may be ours that we have
labored in the spirit of the words en-
graved on a statue which stands in the
State capitol at Atlanta, Ga.: »

He who saves his country saves all things,
And gll things saved will bless him.

 He who lets his country die lets all things

die,

"And all things dying curse him.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? ’

. Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield

-to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. 1 congratulate the
able Senator from West Virginia for the
magnificent address hé has made today
sgainst the ratification of the nuclear

test ban treaty. It is one of the most

seholarly addresses I Have heard during

my service th the Senate. It has been
¢lear, forceful, and logical.

_In hits address he has raised the differ-
ent argumernts seriatim in favor of the
freaty, discussed them, and successfully
refutedthem. = =~ e
-'In his address he h&s discussed argu-
ments against the treaty that should ap-

. peal to Members of the Senafe, and I

believe will appeal to the American peo-

_ple. These arguments are sound and

- they are logical.

-vicious threat.

I

In his addreéss he has discussed the na-
ture of the Soviet Communist threat,
which we know is a most dangerous and
Lenin said, when he took
over Russia In 1917, that the aim of the
Soviets was to be the gravedizggers, the

Heirs, and successors to the goveriments

of ‘the world. The Communists have
niéver departed from Their goal. Their
goal today is world domination.”

The able Senator from West Virginia

. has discussed this topic with ability, the
. same a¢ he has discussed the Soviet rec-

ord on treaties. It is clear that the So-
yiets will not keep & freaty except when
it is in their favor. The Aimerican Bar
Assoclation had a stiudy made, and it
found that the Soviets had broken 50 out

. ‘of 52 major agrécients. They had

broken hundreds of other agreeinents.
The Senator from West Virginia has
shown_clearly their perfidy, treachery,

~arid 1ack of good faith in keeping agree-

Virgir
+that have been raised by the nuclear test
ban treaty. 7 T

metits. , !
Tn addition, the Senator from West
inia has_discussed other questions

< -Allin all, hie has ‘bde’livered a very com-
prehensive address. "The address should
be read by every Mémber of this body.

I do not see how any opentiiinded, fair,
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objective person could read the address
and reach any conclusion other than that
reached by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia—namely, that the
treaty is unwise and that the Senate
would walk the path of wisdom if it
failed to ratify it.

Again I congratulate the able Senator
for his fine address.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from South Carolina for his
generous and kind remarks.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. T yield
to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. I extend my hearty
congratulations and strongest commen-
dations to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia for this very remarkable presenta-
tion.

The Senator is a carcful man. I have
worked with him on committees. I know
the care he exercises even in minor mat-
ters before reaching a conclusion. In
this case, the remarkable statement he
has made indicates a most thorough and
exhaustive study of all the evidence that
was available on the subject of the pro-
posed treaty.

All of us have a pretty clear idea about
the outcome of the voting on the proposal
when the Senate takes it up next Tues-
day morning under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement.

However, I am willing to risk a proph-
ecy—and that is always a dangerous
thing to do—that the events of the next
12 months will completely justify the
unstinted effort and the devoted patri-
otism which the Senator has put into
his analysis of the treaty. He has docu-~
mented it so thoroughly that if this coun-
try endures and some historians of the
future decide to make a study of the
subject, they will find most of the ma-

terial they will need in the address of -

the Senator from West Virginia.

Let me say to the Senator that even if
our numbers are small on Tuesday, his
efforts have not been wasted. They will
serve a very useful purpose in the days
to come.

-T am proud to be able to claim him as
a friend, one who has shown such high
motivation and such a distinguished ef-
fort in the preparation of the analysis.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I shall
always treasure the compliments of the
distinguished senior Senator from Geor-
gia. I consider him to be a great U.S.
Senator, a great southerner, and a great
American.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
join my colleagues in the Senate, al-
though I shall vote on the other side of
the issue, in complimenting the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia on
his thorough and well documented and
enlichtened discussion of this very seri-

.ous problem which all Members of the

Senate face on next Tuesday in making
their decision on how to vote on the test
ban treaty.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able senior Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
take this opportunity to thank and con-
‘gratulate the distinguished Senator from

N
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West Virginia for what I believe {0 be
one of the most forceful arguments
against approval of the treaty that it has
been my pleasure to hear on the floor of
the Senate. :

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed :n the Recorp the first
14 pages of the interim report of the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit- -
tee of the Committee on Armed Services
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the request by the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exuibit 1)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a2 memorandum on
significant dates in atomic weapons de-
velopment and subsequent negotiations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp “Alert No. 5, So-
viet Treaty Violations,” published by the
Armed Forces Infarmation and Educa-
tion Institute, Department of Defense,
November 5, 1962.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, T ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an article from the
Sunday Star of September 15, 1963, en-
titled “How the Soviets Are Observing
Their Treaties.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 4.)

ExHIBIT 1
INTERIM REPORT ON THE MILITARY IMPLICA=-
TIONS OF THE PROPOSED LIMITED NUCLEAR
TEST BAN TREATY '
T, INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

Since September 1962, the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee has engaged in a
comprehensive and extensive inquiry into the
military and technical implications and as-
pects of the various nuclear test ban pro-
posals.

Although the inquiry was originally di-
rected to the entire fleld of nuclear test ban
proposals from the standpoint of their po-
tential impact upon our military posture and
preparedness, the negotiation and signing
of the three-environmental nuclear test ban
agreement in Moscow caused the subcommlit-
tee to focus attention on the potential im-
pact of that treaty upon the future of our
Military Establishment and strategic forces.

This Interim report is directed specifically
to the partial test ban agreement. It deals
with the military advantages and disadvan-
tages to the United States which flow or
might flow from the agreement. Political
considerations, and matters involving foreign
and international affairs, as such are not
within the scope of this report.
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In considering the impact and effect of the
‘proposed test ban it Is important to remem-
-ber that for nearly two decades this Nation
has been.confronted by an gdversary wha has
openly and repeatedly proclaimed that this
dominant goal s to destrqy the natlons of
the non-Communist world.. Only because we
have maintained clear military superiority
and the abllity to Inflict-unacceptable dam-
age upon him has the would-be aggressor
been deterred, The basis of our deterrence
is military superiority which, in turn, is
based on our nuclear weapgns programs and
~nuclear retaliatory forces. i

It is vital to our survtvafi that no step be
taken which in any manner, would impair the
integrity and credibility of our deterrence or
‘degrade the ability of our military forces to
protect our security if we_should be chal-
Ienged militarily by a hostile nuclear power,
"’ | 1I. BACKGROUND AND SCOFE OF REPORT

The  chairman of the subcommittee, in
‘ppening the hearlngs on September 17, 1962,
stated: , v . .
. "I'ne Senate Committee on Armed Services
has legislative responsibility for the common
defense geherally and for matters affecting
the size, composition, and_ equipage of the
Armed Fofces. It has a direct and legitimate
interest in any and all activities which affect
or may affect the development and procure-
ment of weapons and the size and quality of
our fighting forces.” N
- He also gaid: - C i
. “Bince weapons development and testing
£0 hand in hand, we will inquire into the
#tatus of our nuclear test agtivities with re-
pect’ both to weapons developments and
weapons effects. Techalcal data now avail-
‘#ble on this question will be considered as
Wwell as information relating to our position
in this fleld as compared with the progress
of the Soviets.” . . P E
' In the months that have followed the syb-
committee has made .an exhaustive effgrt,
on a scope and scale which_is believed to be
unprecedented as far as the Congress is con-
gerned, to obtain complete gnd full informa-
tlon about the relationship of nuclear test-
ing—in all environments—tg the integrity of
our deterrent forces and the ability of our
retaliatory or second-strike forces to survive
&nd respond to a nuclear attack. During the
hearings thus far 2,800 pages of testimony
were received from the 24 witnesses who are
Hsted in glphabetical order, in appendix A.
Most of this testimony involved highly tech-
nical discussions relating to the needs and
¢apabllities of our present and future nuclear
wespon systems. N .
" -"The overall objectlve of the subcommittee
In this inquiry has been tg develop as im-
partially, as objectively, and as fully as pos-
sipble all available milltary anhd technical in-
formation bearing upon the subject matter
80 as to insure that the Sepate would have
available to it essentially the same body of
military and technical evidence as 1s avall-
able to the executive brangh of the Gov-
erhment {n 1t8 formulation_of nuclear test
ban policies and In its weighing of thetr
security implications. This objective has,
we belleve, been attained, The military,
technical, and security problems assoclated
with suspensions of nuclegr testing have
been identified, explored, and assessed.
These problems will be djgcussed in this
report with particular emphasis upon their
relation to the treaty banning nuclear tests
in the atmosphere, outer space, and under-
water. B . N
III. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

1. From the evidence we are compelled to
conclude that serious—perhaps even formid-
able-—military and technical disadyantages
to the United States will flog from the rati-
fication of the treaty. At the very least it
will prevent the United Stateg from providing

our military forces with the highest qual-~
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ity of weapons of which our science and tech-
nology is capable, |

2. Apy millitary and technical advantages
which we will deriye from the treaty do not,
In our judgment, counterbalance or out-
weigh the military and technical disadvan-
tages. The Soviets will not be similarly in-
hibited in those areas of nuclear weaponry
where we now deem them to be inferior.

3. Admittedly, however, other important
factors—such as foreign policy, international
aflairs, and relations with other countries—
are relevant in an .overall assessment of the
treaty., These are not within the scope of
this report. When they are considered, as
they must be, each individual must reach
his own judgment about the wisdom and
desirabllity of the treaty on the basis of per-
sonal philosophy, past experience, current
knowledge, and relgtlve welght which he as-
signs to the varioys factors involved.

IV. COMPARISON OF ,q.S‘—U.S.S.R. NUCLEAR WEAP-
ONS PROGRAMS

In this section we will endeavor from the
testimony we have' recetved to compare the
nuclear warhead knowledge and state of the
art of the United .States with that of the
Soviet Union. This includes, of course, the
important fleld of nuclear weapons effects.

The criteria we will use aré the number
of tests conducted. within important yield
ranges and the yleld-to-welght ratio (the
explosive energy released per pound of
bomb) achieved in, the test Programs. We
wlll compare the situation prevailing in 1958
prior to the moratorium and that prevalling
teday. i

A. Multimegaton weapons capabilities

In 1958, at the onset of the 84-month nu-
clear test moratorium, the United States had
conducted slightly fnore tests above 1 mega-
ton in yleld than had the Soviet Union. Of
these U.S. tests, one-fifth were in yield
ranges above 10 miegatons. No tests had
been conducted by the Soviet Union in this
high-yleld category. As a result of this ex-
perimental program, the United States held
& clear superlority over the Soviet Union in
the yleld it could achieve in a given ther-
‘monuclear weapon throughout the range of
deliverable weights.

Following the abrogation of the mora-
torium by the Soviet Union, the test and
performance records altered drastically. In
1961 and 1962 the Soviet Union conducted in
yields above 10 megatons twice the number
of tests which had been conducted by the
United States in that yield range throughout
the history of its nueclear test program. The
total number of Soviet tests above 1 mega-~
ton was approximately four times that con-
ducted by the United States in the same
period (1961-62). In terms of yield-to-
weight ratios, the Soviet Union, as a result
of its aggressive test program and its cone
centration on very large yleld weapons, has
demonstrated clearly superior performance
In all yield classes above approximately 16
megatons where the United States has had no
testing experience since 1954, It 1s salso
worth noting that the sclentific witnesseg
were unanimous in expressing uncertainty
about the particular designs employed by
the Soviets, to achieve the results observed
in their very high yield experiments.

B, Low-megaton and submegation weapon
caplbilities

Below a few thoq‘sand pounds in welght
and a few megatons in yield the evidence
avallable to us indjcates that the United
States continues to hold a lead in weapon
design and performance.

For a variety of reasons the United States
has chosen to concentrate its development
efforts on weapons ylelding from a few mega-
tons down to fractlons of kilotons. Conse-
quently, 1t probably continues to hold some
advantage in design techniques over the So-
viet Union in these ?.reas and in the ability

|
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to maximize the yield which can be achieved
at a glven weight and size or, alternatively,
to package a given yield in & device of mini-
mum weight and size.

However, the rate of testing below 1 mega-
ton indicates that the Soviet Union is at-
tempting to challenge seriously the U.S. lead
in the lower yleld weapon categorles. Prior
to the 1958—61 moratoriurn the United States
had conducted somewhat more than twice
as many tests at ylelds below 1 megaton as
had been detected in the Soviet Union. By
the end of 1962 this ratio had dropyped sig-
nificantly. More important, the 1961--62 So-
viet test series included more tests in this
vield range than had been conducted in its
entire program from 1949 through 1958.
Even accounting for tests to assess the ef-
fects of explosions and tests to confirm the
yield of stockpiled weapons, this constitutes
impressive evidence that the Soviet Union
has no intention of permitting U.S. supe-
riority in weapon design and performance
at yields below 1 megaton to o unchal-
lenged. It isin this range of yvields that the
testing underground permitted by the treaty
can be accomplished readily.

Furthermore, there is a serious question
about the adequacy of our knowledge of the
nuclear devices employed in the Soviet ex-
periments in the lower yield range. Detec-
tlon, indentification, and analytical capabil-
itles are degraded at the lower end of this
yield spectrum, particularly in the low and
subkiloton area. Consequently, our con-
fidence in any conclusions concerning the
Soviet state of the art in weapons yvielding
up to a few kilotons is correspondingly low.
‘While we believe that U.S. superiority ex-
tends to these very low-yleld ranges, hard
evidence on this point does not exist and,
accordingly, we accept, the judgment of our
Atomic Energy Commission witnesses that
“while some intelligence exists on which to
base .an estimate of U.S:8.R. tactical nuclear
capability, the dearth of information [does]
not permit a comprehensive United States-
U.S.8.R. comparison. [For] future develop-
ments a credible US.SR. development ca-
pability can be made by assuming a capability
similar to ours.”

C. Weapons efjects programs

Important as are programs associsted with
the acquisition of new or improved types of
weapons, the advent of the missile age and
the adopticon of a second-strike or retalia-
tory strategic policy by the United States has
elevated to a first priority tests to deter-
mine the effects of nuclear explosions on
hardened missile sites and control centers,
on reentry bodies in flight, and on radar,
electronic, and communications systems. Of
equal importance have become tests 1o de-
termine what unique effects are produced
by nuclear explosions in space, the atmos-
phere, and underwater so that the knowl-
edge gained might be exploited for defensive
purposes or our cwn weapon systems de-
signed to resist them.

From the testimony before the subcom-
mittee, it is clear that neither nationm has
conducted a weapons effects test program of
sufficient size and complexity to resolve
whatever doubts may exist about the ade-
quacy of the design and the survivability of
their nuclear weapon systems; nor has elther
tested sufficiently to fulfill the needs of their
system designers and military planners.

However, the necessity and the motivation
to conduct such experiments is clearly great-
er for the United States than for the Soviet
Union. Since the early 1960’s, the deter-
rent strategy of the Unitecd States has been
based substantially on second-strike missile
systems, that is, missile systems which can
survive a massive first strike by a nuclear-
armed enemy and still retain the ability to
retaliate in such force as to destroy the at-
tacker. By the mid-1970’s this Natlon's nu-
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" clear deterrent wm probably reside primarily
tn land- ahd sea‘based missile systems de-

‘signed to achleve that degree of survivabil-
1ty. “To date, only Polarls has been sub-
jected to a full-scale system test, including
‘the exploslon of the nuclear warhead, Min-
uteman, Atlas, and Titan have never been

80 tested, nor have models of thé base com-
“plexes of the Hardéned underground Minute-
'mén phd Titan Systems been subjected to

“cloge-in high yleld nuclear explosions to

Tové the adequatéy of their design. While

P
71l ‘of thé militaty witnesses expressed rea-

‘sonable confldence In the abllity of these
systems to fulfill” theif missions, 1t s clear
“that some urirésolved gquestions exist and
‘thit the absence &f adequate design and vul-
-nerability data has necessitated radical
overdesign, redundancy, and excessive de-
velopnient and cénstruction costs. Only by
‘atmospheric testing, can needed answers be
obtained to the fmportant unresolved ques-
tlons. o

However, there is one area of weapons ef-

. fects_kno ledge in which the Soviet Unlon

‘probably holds & distinct lead. By virtue

" of 1ts 1arge, multimegaton weapon tests, it

. 1s prudent to asshime that the Soviet Union
has acqulred a unique and potentially val-
uable body of data on high-yield blast, shock,

scommunications blackout, and radiation and
electromagnetic phenorﬁena which is not
_vailable o the United States. Further-
more, diie to the absence of comiparable ex-

_periments, the Ufited States Is not now in a
position to evaluate realistically the military
effectiveness of the Soviet 50-t0-100-megaton

..terror weapons. = -

“"In the field of weapons effects experiments
related to the design and development of
an effective antiballistic missile (ABM) sys-

‘tem the evidencé, although less conclusive,
indicates that the Soviet Unlon in 1961 and

1062 conducted 8 series of complex high alti-

.fude operations which, if properly instru-
-mented, could hive provided substantial and
Amportant data on various -types of radar

‘blackcut and nuclear effects. These Soviet

- -gxperfments weré clearly dictated by an ABM

. development program.
. :Thé United Stdates has conducted no ex-
‘periments compatrable 1n coriplexity to those
Soviet operations and a disturbing number
of the United States high-altitude-effects ex-
_pertments which were conducted were com-
‘protiifsed elther by conslderations unrelated
‘to the technical objectives of the test pro-
gram, by inadéquate or faulty instrumenta-
" tiont, or by opefational inadequacies. Based
on the testimony we Have recelved, there can
be Httle doubt but that the guantity and
uality of information available to the United
tates on high altitude riuclear effects s in-

T

i

* atlequate for ‘the Nation’s military needs.

V. UNITED STATES NEEDS FOR NUCLEAR TESTS
_ In agsessing the merits of the treaty which
fs now before the Senate for ratification, it is
‘iportant to undérstand the kinds and ob-
jectives “of cerfain nuclear test programs
which, in the opinion of the subcommittee
~and baséd on teStimony recelved by if, would
" be destrable ‘or hecessary In any future U.S.
. nuclear test programs. ‘

. The following chart summarizés the sub-
. committee's conclusions and distinguishes

. between selécted test objectives which can be
realized through undergrotind test programs
_and those whifh' could only be achieved
“through atmospheric testing. =
.- Tegh objectivés—Can or cannot be done
ujider “{reaty: = o
-~ Vgurylyability ‘and responsiveness of hard-
site missile launch coriplexes to high
1 nficlear ¥plosions. No. ' '
esponse of hardened underground strue-
tures to blast and cratering from high yleld
face burst ntclear weapohs, No.
-Résponse of hardened underground struc-
.tures to ground motion. ¥Yes.

| ehe
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Determination of missile’ warhead and
nosecone vulnerability to nuclear explosions
during atmospheric reentry. No.

Reduction of missile warhead and nose-
cone vulnerabilities to nuclear explosions.
Yes. :

Study of atmospheric and high altitude
radar blackout phenomena. No.

Study of communications blackout phe-
nomena from high yleld nuclear explosions.
No.

Full-scale operational tests of ABM sys-
tems. No.

Development of ABM warhead with max-
jmum lethality and minimum blackout
propertles. Partlally.

Development of very high yleld warheads,
equal to or surpassing Soviet achievements.,
No. ) ’

Determination of very high yield nuclear
weapons effects. No.

Determination of underwater nuclear
weapon effects for improved antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) systems.. No.

Development of weapons requiring less
fissionable material than present designs,
Yes.

Development of pure fusion warheads.
Yes.

Development of reduced fallout weapons.
Yes. . -

Full-scale performance and reliability tests
of Minuteman and Titan missile systems.
No.

vield verification tests of stockplled weap-
ons up to approximately 1 megaton. Yes.

vield verlfication tests of stockpiled weap-
ons above approximately 1 megaton. No.

Troop and crew training tactical exercises
using nuclear weapons. No. .

VI, MILITARY IMPLICATIONS OF TREATY

The prlmary objective of the hearings held
by the subcommittee was to determine

“whether or not a suspension of, or limitation

upon, nuclear testing would or could result

'in overall military and technical disadvan-

tage for the Unlted States. While the evi-
dence leads us to the conclusion that the

net result of the proposed treaty would be a

military disadvantage, there was consider-
able divergence of opinion among the wit-
nesses on the question of whether the disad-
vantage was acceptable from the standpoint

_of the Nation’s security and whether the risks
_involved were acceptable on balance.

A, MILITARY DISADVANTAGES

The military disadvantages associated
with the treaty which were discussed in
testimony before the subcommittee were as

- follows: :

1. The United States probably will be un-
able to duplicate Soviet achievements in
very high yield weapon technology: Though
U.S. weapons laboratories are capable of de-
veloping and stockpiling designs yielding
greater than 50 megatons without further

. experimentation, their weight and size would

be incompatible with any existing or pro-
gramed missile delivery vehicle. It is well

- within the capabilities of U.S. weapons lab-

oratories to equal and to surpass the Soviet

- agchievements, but to do so would require &

nimbefr 6f atmospheric nuclear tests.
2. The United States will be unable to ac-

" quire necessary data on the effects of very

high yield atmospheric explosions: Without

- guch knowledge it is unlikely that a real-

istic assessment can be made of the military
value of such weapons, or that plans can be
formulated to protect military weapons sys-
tems against thelr use.- The data possessed
by the United States on high yield weapons
effects are inadequate to permit confident
extrapolations to the "higher ¥ield cate~
gories, T T T

3. The United States will be unable to
acquire data on high altitude nuclear weap-
ons effects: Such data are important to the
tic-missile-system war-
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ends and radars. Again, this is an area in
which Soviet experiments may have provided
them with greater knowledge than that now
available to the United States. Throughout
our hearings there was considerable dispute
on this point. The treaty proponents ac-
curately observed that the ABM warheads
could be developed through underground
testing and that development of acquisition
and tracking radars was an electronics prob-
lem not directly dependent upon nuclear
tests. It is clear, however, that the charac-
teristics or specifications upon which such
warhead design and development should be
based are not sufficiently known and cannot
be determined with confidence without addi-
tional high altitude effects tests. As the
Atomic Energy Commission observed:

“While our knowledge. of * * * blackout
phenomens provides some limited guidance.
in the determination of [ABM] warhead
criteria * * * an optimized design could
only be chosen after continued atmospheric
testing. Whether or not significant gains will
result, can be argued.”

And again:

“The minimal [warhead] specifica-
tlons * * * can be met within the frame-
work of existing technology. [But, assuming
that a minimal warhead will not be ac-
ceptable] testing both underground and in
the atmosphere would be required to com-
plete the development.”

4. The United States will be unable to de-
termine with confidence the performance
and reliability of any ABM system developed
without benefit of atmospheric operational
system tests: An ABM system will be re-

‘quired to function in the nuclear environ-

ment created both by its own defensive war-
head explosions and those of the attacking
enemy. Under such circumstances it is im-
portant to be as certain as possible that no
element of the system possesses unknown
vulnerabilities to nuclear effects. All elec-
tronics components of the ground arrays and
missiles must function; the missiles must
be capable of operating in the presence of
nuclear, thermal, and blast effects; the war-
heads must be resistant to nuclear radia-
tions. It is apparent that unless a system
of such complexity is tested in 1ts opera-
tional environment, there will be a low level
of confidence in its ability to perform the

. mission for which it was designed and pro-

duced. Many unknowns will arise in the
course of the ABM development program
which can only be explored and satisfied
through the medium of atmospheric and

- high-altitude nuclear testing.

5. The United States will be unable to
verify the ability of its hardened under-
ground second-strike missile systems to sur-

‘vive close-in, high-yield nuclear explosions:

(See the discussion under the heading of
“Weapons Effects Program’ on pp. 4 to 5 of

- thisreport.)

6. The United States will be unable to
verify the ability of its missile reentry bodies
under defensive nuclear attack to survive
and to penetrate to the target without the
opportunity to test nose cone and warhead
designs in a nuclear environment under
dynamic reentry conditions.

7. The treaty will provide the Soviet Unlon

-an opportunity to equal  U.S. accomplish-

ments in submegaton weapon technology:
There can be no doubt that a treaty limiting
testing to an underground environment will
tend to favor experimentation at the lower
end of the yield spectrum. Economlc fac-
tors will play a part since costs rise signifi-
cantly with relatively modest increases in
yield for underground tests. There are also

‘testing Iimitations arising from the type of

strata, geological uncertainties, and engil-
neering factors. Whether or not either the
United States or the Soviet Union will choose

- to test underground at yields much. greater
- than

approximately 1 megaton 1s not known, |
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In any case, it appears that the race for
nuclear technological superiority will be con~
fined to that area where the United States is
believed to now hold a margin of superiority.
The result, with time, will probably be the
achievement of parity by the Soviet Union in
this area without any equivalent opportunity
for the United States to attain equallty in
very high yield weapon technology.
" 8. The treaty will deny to the United States
& valuable source of information on Soviet
nuclear weapons capabilities: The results ac-
quired from the analysis of radioactive debris
generated by nuclear explosions has long
been a basic source of intelligence on Soviet
nuclear weapons programs. By driving So-
Yiet testing underground, this intelligence
will be denied the United States with the
result that with the passage of time knowl-
“edge of the Soviet state of the art in wea-
pons undergoing tests will be seriously de-
graded. The effect of the treaty will be to
reinforce the difficulties already imposed on
the United States by Soviet secrecy.

B, Counterarguments

A clear majority of the witnesses agreed
-fhat the treaty would result in military and
technical disadvantages when compared with
-the Increases In performance confidence and
in the quality of weapon systems which
would be derived from unlimited atmospheric

-~ testing.

It was stated, however, that it is charac-
teristic of the experimental sciences that
encugh data is never available to satisfy the
#clentific search for knowledge. The testi-
-Imony was unanimous that, except in the
-field of very high yleld weapons, the United
-States today holds a clear and commanding
lead in nuclear weapon systems over any one
or any combination of potential enemies.

This superiority was sald. to result from
& larger and more diversified stockpile of
-nuclear weapons, by more numerous, varled,
and sophisticated delivery systems, and by
& greater capacity to produce nuclear mate-
rials, weapons, and delivery systems,

It was also asserted that a cessation of
atmospheric nuclear testing would in no case
prevent qualitative Iimprovements being
-made in our weapons systems which would

..flow from a vigorous ncnnuclear technology.
Bome witnesses noted that potential im-

. ‘provements in missile accuracy and reliabil-
1ty would ‘continue to be exploited. Some
noted that uncertainties in ABM radar per-
Tormanée when confronted with the various
forms of blackout induced by nuclear ex-
plosions could be compensated by the de-
ployment of greater numbers and wider dis-
_persal of the radars.

Uncertainties concerning reentry vehicle
warhead vulnerabilitles could be reduced by
& factor of 2 or 3, based on present knowl-
edge and without further testing, by stralght-
forward engineering improvements, it was
said.

. Some witnesses noted that so far as any
uncertainties which might arise about the
survivability of second-strike missile forces
Wwere concerned, these could be compensated
by additionsal redundancy 1n missile systems,
by greater numbers of missiles, and by
greater dispersal. It was also noted that
U.S. war plans tend to be conservative con-
cerning the percentage of the second-strike
force surviving a nuclear attack and in

- estimating the number of warheads capable
of reaching enemy targets and so provide
adequate margin for error.

In summary, it was the contention of wit-
nesses who supported the treaty that it will
tend to stabilize the advantages which the
United States now maintains in military
nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union.
While recognizing that doubts concerning
the quality of some of our weapons systems

* do exlst, they malntained that these doubts

- can be compensated by “brute force” tech-
niques by which quantity Is substituted for
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quality at considerably greater cost to
achieve approximately the same results in
military system effectiveness.

It is interesting and sobering to note that,
as we proclaim our nuclear superiority and
our determination to mainfain it, the Soviets
do likewlse. A dispatch from Moscow, dated
August 30, 1963, quotes Red Star, the Soviet
armed forces newspaper, ag saying that Rus-
sla today possesses superiority in nuclear
power “and has no intentipn of relinquishing
it.” Fed Star also saild that, while the-
Unitecl States intends tg continue under-
ground testing, the hopes of the Pentagon
of attaining any “advantage in nuclear power
by means of these explogions are illusory.”
And on September 3, 1863, Marshal Rodion
Malinovsky, the Soviet Defense Minister,
wrote in Komsomolskays Pravda that the
Soviet Union can “prove its complete mili-
tary superiority over the United States.”

VIf. PROPOSED SAFEGUARDS

The Joint Chiefs of Staff in testimony be-
fore the subcommittee identifled a number
of military disadvantages which, in their
collective judgment, would flow from the
treaty. However, their assessment of the
desirability of the treaty was not based on
military considerations alone. Their con-
clusions on the matter also reflected their
Jjudgment of the political and foreign policy
advantages and disadvantages which would
result from it. Their joint conclusion was
that, on balance, the political and foreign
policy advantages to be derived from the
treaty outwelghed the limitations which the
treaty would impose on the Nation’s weapon
systems programs,

However, the Joint Chiefs qualified their
support of the treaty by making their ap-
proval conditional on the effective imple-
mentation of four “safeguards” designed to
reduce to a minimum the adverse effect the
treaty would have on our weapon programs.
On the basis of these safeguards Senator
JACKSON on August 14, 1963, offered a mo-
tlon which was unanimously adopted by the
subcominittee, and was subsequently ap-
proved by all members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services, requesting that
the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff submit as socon as
possible, and in any event prior to commit-
tee action on the treaty, & statement of the
specific requirements to implement the
safeguards proposed by the Joint Chiefs.
Senator Jacxkson’s motion, which setg forth
the proposed safeguards in full, is attached
as appendix B,

By a letter dated August 15, 1963, Senator
RICHARD RUSSELL, chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, transmitted the Jack-
son mction to the Secretary of Defense, and
requested a statement in response to the
motion. ;

Responses to the motion were received
from the Joint Chiefs and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense on August 24, 1963.
These responses are attached as appendix C.

The subcommittee considers it to be vital
that, if the treaty is ratified, the recommend-
ed “safeguards” be implemented fully and
that detalled and speclfic programs to so im-
pblement them be presented by the executive
branch. .

The administration has expressed publicly
its intent regarding the sgfeguards both in
the responses to the motion by Senator Jack-
SON and in other statements by the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State, and the Secre-
tary of Defense. Such statements are set
forth in appendix D, .

To permit the U.S. Senate to monitor the
treaty safeguards 1t is necessary that the

- expressed good intentions ‘be supplemented

by definitive programs sgainst which prog-
reas can be compared. At this tlme, we have
not received detalls of testing, preparedness,
and detection i.mprovement; programs which

- will permit the safeguards to be monitored in

an effectlve manner, If the treaty is ratifed

"fled document.

" military advantages.

September 19

1t is the intention of the Preparedness Inves-
tigating Subcommittee to raonitor the im-
plementation of the safeguards and it would

also be our hope that other committees of

the Congress having jurisdiction in these
areas would cooperate in this important pro-
gram.

However, we wish to emphasize that even
the most rigorous and conscientious imple-
mentation of the JCS safeguards will not
alter, modify, or reduce the military and
technical disadvantages listed herein which
will result from this treaty. No safeguards
‘can provide the beriefits of testing where test-
ing is not permitted, nor c¢an they assure
that this Nation will acquire the highest
quality weapon systems of which it is ca-
pable when the means for achieving that ob-
Jective are denied.

VIII. DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION
A briéf word should be said about the

problem of detection and identification in
connection with the proposed treaty. “De-

‘tection” means a determination that an event .

has cccurred without implying that it has
been identified as a nuclear explosion.
“Identification” means that an event is not
only detected but that it is identified as &

‘nuclear detonation.

During the previous negotiations on test
ban treatles, the major controversy in this
fleld has centered around the ability to de-
tect, identify, and fix the location of under-
ground explosions. The proposed three-en-
vironment treaty, by permitting under-
ground’ testing, considerably reduces the
problems involved in detectlon and identi-
fication but does not eliminate them entirely.

The capabilities of our verification system
cannot be discussed in detail in an unclassi-
However, notwithstanding
anticipated and programed improvements in
the system, it will still possess both detection

‘and identification “thresholds” below which
‘clandestine testing is

possible with a low
probability of detection,

The ylelds at which clandestine tests may
be conducted and probably escape detection
will vary with altitude and geographical lo-
cation, and some uncertainty exists in this
fleld. There is also some controversy as to
whether significant military advantages can
be obtained by clandestine testing in the
prohibited environments.

It is not the purpose of this section to ex-
plore these problems in detail. It is our
purpose here to point out that, under the
limited treaty, problems of detection, identi-
fication, and verification siill remain al-
though they are of a lesser order of magni~
tude than would be true of a treaty banning

~underground testing.

IX. CONCLUDING STATEMENT

From the extensive evidence presented to
us, we have come to the conclusion that
the proposed treaty banning nuclear testing
in the atmosphere, underwater, and in space

" will affect adversely the. future quality of

this Nation's arms, and that it will result
in serious, and perhaps formidable, military
and technical disadvantages, These dis-
advantages, in our judgment, are not cut-
weighted or counterbalanced by the claimed
At the same time, we
are not convinced that comparable military
disadvantages will accrue to the nuelear
weapon programs of the U.S.S.R.

Looking at the matter from the military
aspect and from the effect of the treaty upon
our military preparedness and posture, we
cannot escape being impressed with the

" testimony of Gen. Thomas S. Power, com-

mander in chief of the Strateglc Alr Com-
mand, and Gen. Bernard A. &chriever, com-

* mander of the Air Force Systems Command,

who addressed themselves to the problem
exclusively from the military point of view.

- General Power, after stating that he did not

think the treaty “is in the best interests of
the United States,” said:
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- Fesulted
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. "I feel that we have:military . superiority
now, and I feel very strongly that this has

esulted, {1 tld that has been free from
“Nlclear warfare, I have a lower confidence
Factor that we can and will maintaln that

“miilitary superiority under the test ban

- BY Gen. Curtis

-freaty.” . .
© Geperal Schriever told the. subcommittee
“that there “are definite military disadvan-
tagés” to the treaty and that, as a military
man, “Be ‘felt he could protect the country
better Without the treaty than with it.

270, arse, the endorsement of the treaty
_E. LeMay, Chief of Staff of
the Alr Force, was considerably less than

“‘elithusigstic, ang he testified that he prob-

ably would have recommended against the

- Areaty had it still been In the proposal stage.

““From 'the evidence we have learned that
the Sgoviets have qvertaken and surpassed us

-in the design of very high yield nuclear

“weap

ons; that they may possess knowledge
of ‘weapons effects and antiballistic missile
programs superior to ours; and that under
~the terms of the treaty it is entirely possible
that they will achleve parity with us in low,

¥leld weapon technology. These things are

“'not grounds for complacency.

J 1 We belileve
very strongly that Soviet secrecy and duplic-

. 3ty requires that this Nation possess a sub-

stantial margin of superiority in both the

.. quality and the quantity of its implements
z'of defense. .

—_—

. rAlthough we have concluded that there
will be a net military disadvantage to us if
the treaty is ratifled, we recognize the exist-
-ence of other factors which, while not within
~the scope of this report, are pertinent to a

. final judgment on the treaty. Among these

-aré matters related to international affairs,

forelgn policy, and relations with ofher coun-
tries. When these are taken into considera-

“tlon thef__qdestion becomes one of welghing

50

relative risks, and our hearings provide ample

‘felative merits, and demerits of the treaty is
8 complex and difficult matter op which

- .;equally patrictic, informed, and_ dedicated

s01s ‘Tiay and do disagree. In the final

.analysis, then, each individual must reach
~ his own judgment on the basis of personal
' . philosophy, past experience, current knowl-
- edge, and_the relative weight which he as-

- slgns £ the varlous factors involved.

PR : T e T A e O !
"ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF SENATOR STUART
S E Y SYMINGTON

T 'Smée‘,l;,é{ﬁs} when I was appointed a member
"ot the Joint Subcommittee on Disarmament,

T have Iollowed closely the activity of our
Government in arms control, disarmament,
and nuclear test ban proposals; and specifi-
cally have studied carefully the three-envi-
ronmental test ban treaty slgned by our Gov-

- ernmefit in Moscow on August 5, 1963,

.To_the best of my knowledge, the factual
data contained ip the report of the Prepared-

- hess Ihyestigating Subcommittee is correct.

- Commiitte

But I believe the fipdings and conclustons are.

overly p

’ essimistic as to the effect of the treaty
on our

Aayional security. _
. As.a member of both the Forelgn Relations
¢ and, the Preparedness Investigat-

. g "Subcommittee, I listened to and ques-
- ’oi,one_d many responsible witnesses—both in

r

o meverth

aiid out of Government. Most of these ex-
“perts testified ' that our._ national security
would be adequately protected under the
terms of the treaty.

“- Much, is testlmony was before the For-
Re. ns Committee and, therefore, is
zed in_this report.

\on

L emphasiz .
- Based on the record, T am worrled about

the treaty, but more worried about the possi-

bility of an all-oup nuclear exchange some

day in the future, particularly if there is a

proliferation of puglear weapons among more

‘cotintrles. . This tzeaty, a very small step,
ey q

‘ Approve'd-"Fdf‘ReI‘éaéé 2007/01/20
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®videnge that the overall assessment of the

;e the frst step toward
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‘bringing nuclear weapons under some form
of satisfactory control, which action should
promote the " possibilities of a Just peace
under law.

Thereifore, I plan to vote for the treaty.

This does not deter me from signing the
-Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee re-
port. The record made by the subcommittee
is, to the best of my knowledge, the most
complete record ever made Qn this vital sub-
ject by anybody on the military and tech-
nological implications of nuclear test ban
treaties as they relate to our national secu-
rity. It is a record which should be of
inestimable future value to the Congress
and the country.

DiIssENTING VIEW OF SENATOR LEVERETT

*. SALTONSTALL

As one Senator who attended the hearings

conducted by both the Foreign Relations
Committee and the Preparedness Investigat-
ing Subcommittee on the proposed nuclear
test ban treaty, I find that I cannot, as a
member of the Preparedness Subcommittee,
concur with its report because I feel that
its general tenor and its specific findings
and conclusions are unduly pessimistic as
to the effect of this treaty, if ratified, upon
our national security. As a U.S. Senator,
I intend to consent to the ratification of
this nuclear test ban treaty.
- I belleve that the factual data contained
in the report of the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee is accurately stated. However, the
nature of the conclusions drawn from this
factual data are, in my opinion, overly ad-
verse. It must be remembered that re-
sponsible Government officlals such as the
Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of
Staft, leading sclentists, and many others,
some of whom appeared only before the For-
eign Relations Committee, testified that our
national security would be protected under
the terms of the treaty even though some
important atmospheric nuclear .tests could
no longer be conducted. This testimony is
not sufficlently emphasized in the report, al-
though I realize that some of it was mot
hecessarlly given in the hearings conducted
by the Preparedness Subcommittee.

The Congress must insist upon an active,
constructive, and energetic implementation

-of the four safeguards suggested by the Joint

Chiefs of Staff so that our security will be
maintained while the cause of peace and the
lessening of tensions in the world are
advanced.

—

ExHIBIT 2

SIGNIFICANT DATES IN AtoMIc WEAPONS De-
VELOPMENT AND SUBSEQUENT NEGOTIATIONS

DATES OF CERTAIN NUCLEAR WEAPONS
EXPLOSIONS

July 16, 1945: First U.S. nuclear device
test, Alamogordo, N, Mex.

August 6, 1945: First atomic bomb dropped
on Hiroshima, -

August 9, 1945: Second atomic bomb
dropped on Nagasaki.

September 23, 1949: President Truman an-
nounced the first atomic explosion in the
USS.R.

October, 1952: First nuclear bomb test by
the United Kingdom in Australia.

November 1, 1952: Exploded hydrogen de-
vice fired at Bikinl by United States.

August 21, 1053: First hydrogen device
tested by U.S.S.R. detected by United States
(Not included.)

October 30, 1958: Last U.S. test before
moratorium. (Not included hereafter.)

November 3, 1958: Last Soviet test before
moratorium. (Not included hereafter.)

February 18, 1860: First French atomic
test.  (Not included hereafter.)

September 1, 1961: Soviets resume atmos-
bheric nuclear weapons tests, —
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September 15, 1961: United States resumes
underground nuclear weapons tests.
April 25, 1062: United States resumes
atmospheric tests.
DATES OF NEGOTIATIONS ON DISCONTINUANCE OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS

June 14, 1946: U.S. proposal for interna-
tional control of atomic energy (Baruch
plan).

June 19, 1946: U.S.S.R. proposed alternate
plan including insistence on retention of se-
curity council veto power over any control
system,

March 24, 1957: Bermuda Declaration-—
Joint declaration by United States and
United Kingdom to conduct nuclear tests in
such manner as to keep world radiation from
rising to more than a small fraction of the
level that might be hazardous, to'continue
to announce test series, also expressed will-
ingness to announce tests to the U.N. and
permit international observation if  the
U.8.8.R. would do the same.

November 14, 1957: General Assembly Res-
olution 1148 (XII): Regulation, limitation,
and balanced reduction of all armed forces
and all armaments; conclusion of an inter-
national convention (treaty) on the reduc-
tion of armaments and the prohibition of
atomic, hydrogen, and other weapons of mass
destruction. Among its provisions, this res-
olution urged the immediate suspension of
testing of nuclear weapons with prompt in-
stallation of effective international control,
including inspection posts equipped with
appropriate scientiflc instruments located in
the United States, the Soviet Union, and the
United Kingdom and at other points as re~
quired.

December 10, 1957: Soviet proposal that
U.8.S.R., United States, and United Kingdom
discontinue all tests as of January 1, 1958,

‘March 31, 1958: Decree of the Supreme So-
viet concerning the discontinuance of Soviet
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests,

April 28, 1058: President Eilsenhower by
letter to Khrushchev proposed that both na-
tions have the technical experts start to
work on the practical problems involved in
disarmament, particularly working toward
the suspension of nuclear testing. President
Elsenhower stated “I reemphasize that these
studies are without prejudice to our respec-
tive positions on the timing and inter-
dependence of varlous aspects of disarma-
ment.”?

May 9, 1958: Letter from Khrushchev ac-
cepting Eisenhower’s proposal of April 28,
1958, to have experts study the problems in-
volved in an agreement on the cessation of
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests as far
as Inspection and control are concerned. )

July 1, 1958: Conference of experts from
the West (Unlted States, United Kingdom,
Canada, and France) and East (USSR,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Rumania) met
in Geneva.

August 21, 1958: Conference of experts
adopted a final report for consideration by
governments. Conference of experts recom-
mended the so-called “Geneva system”™ of |
detecting nuclear explosions. This system
recommended a network of 180 control
points. It should be noted that the Ameri-
can representatives, during this conference,
had taken the position that 650 control
points would be necessary to have adequate
protection down to 1 kiloton. Through
compromise with the Soviets, they settled
on the 180 stations, but then had to point
out the weakness between the area of 1

_kiloton and 5 kilotons.

August 22, 1958: President Eisenhower an-
nounced that based on the conference of ex-
perts’ report, the Unlted States was prepared
to negotiate an agreement with other nations
which have tested nuclear weapons for sus-
pension of nuclear weapons tefts and the

-.L8kablishment of an international control
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system., The President also indicated that
the United States would withhold further
testing on 1ts part of atomic and hydrogen
weapons for a period of 1 year from the be-
ginning of the negotiations unless testing is
resumed by the Soviet Union.

October 31, 1958: First meeting In Geneva
of the Conference on the Discontinuiance of
Nuclear Weapon Tests. .

November 4, 1958: General Assembly Reso-
lution 1252 (XIII): The discontinuance of
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests. Among
its provisions, this resclution urged the par-
ties involved in the test-ban negotiations
not to undertake further testing of nuclear
weapons while these negotiations are In
progress. It expressed the hope that the
Geneva Test Ban Conference would be suc-
cessful and lead to an agreement acceptable
to all. It also requested the parties con-
cerned to report to the General Assembly the
agreement that might be the result of thelr
negotiations; and requested the Secretary-
-General to render such assistance and pro-
vide such services as might be asked for by
the Conference commencing at Geneva on
October 31, 1958.

Wovember 7, 1958: President Eilsenhower
announced that the United States had de-
tected additional tests by the Soviets subse-
quent to October 31, 1968.

December 28, 1958: The President ap-
pointed a panel on seismic improvement to
review technical problems and to recommend

pethods of improving selsmic detection.
-~ January 5, 1959: United States released
data showing many underground tests could
not be detected by Geneva experts system
recommended’ in 1958. Indicated Geneva
system applicable at 20 kiloton rather than
$ kiloton threshold.
.7 February 22, 1959:
with Khrushchev.

Msarch 2, 1959: During thls meeting Mac-
millan and Khrushchev discussed the estab-
lishment of quotas for number of on-site in-
gpections in countries where suspicious
events have taken place.

April 13, 1959: United States proposed
phased testing ban limited in first phase to
atmospheric tests below 50 kilometers, with
simplified control system, if Soviet Union
contintied to Insist on veto for on-site In-
‘Bpections. 3 -

April 23, 1959: Sovlets refect U.S. proposal
%o stop only atmospheric tests and sald
numerous on-site inspections would not be
necessary for complete ban. .

« Juné 22, 1059: Technical Working Group
No. I met In Geneva to study high altitude
detection problems.

Macmlillan meeting

July 10, 1950: On July 10 Geneva Tech-

nical Working Group I proposed estab-
jishment of system of earth satellites and
4nstallation of additlonal equipment at con-
4trol posts to detect high-altitude explosions.
* August 26, 1959: United States extended
unilateral suspension to end of 1959.
August 27, 1959: United Kingdom sald it
would not resume tests as long as Geneva
‘negotiations showed, prospéect of success.
August 28, 1859: U.S.S.R. pledged not to
resume testing unless Western powers did

November 21, 1959: General Assembly
Resolution 1402 (XIV): Suspension of nu-
clear and thermonuclear tests:

Among its provislons this resolution ex-
pressed the hope that the ¢ountries involved
in the test ban negotiations at Geneva would
“4ntensify their efforts to reach an agreement
at an early date; 1t further utged the coun-
tries concerned in these négotiations to con-
‘inue their voluntary ban on testing nuclear
‘weapons; 1t also requested the countries con-
cerned to report. to the General Assembly the
results of thelir negotiations.

. November 25, 1953: Technical Working
Group II met in Geneva with the Soviets and
the British. . This group met to consider
data from the Hardtack series of nuclear
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explosions and the findings of the Berkner
Panel. On December 18, 1859, at the con-
clusion of the meetings held by Technical
Working Group II, U.S. members of Geneva
Technlcal Working Group 1I reported that a
large number of seismic events could not be
identified without onsite’ inspection, even
with improved techniques. The Sovlet mem-
bers of Geneva Technical Working Group II
disagreed with ¥.S. findings.

December 29, 1959: United States sald 1t
was free to resume testing after end of 1959
put would not do so without giving advance
notlce. K

February 11, 1960: United States proposed
phased agreement, first phase to provide for
cessation of tests in atmosphere, oceans, and
outer space, to greatest helght that could be
effectively controlled; undergroufd tests
above 4.75 selsmic magnitude (estimated by
United States to equal explosion of about 20
kilotons) would also be dovered; the 4.75
thresho'd would be lowered as capabilities of
detectlon system were improved, 20 or 30 per-
cent of unidentified seisthic events above
threshold should be inspeeted; U.8. experts
estimated that this would mean about 20
inspections per year in U.S.8.R.

March 19, 1960: Soviets offered to conclude
treaty on cessation of tests, together with
moratorium on underground tests below
magnitade 4.75, and to agree to Joint research
program on understanding that weapons
tests would be halted during program.

March 29, 1960: United States and United
Kingdom said they would agree to voluntary
moratorlum on underground weapons tests
below rnagnitude 4.75 after treaty was signed
and arrangements were made for coordinated
research program. ‘

December 20, 1960: General Assembly Res-
olution 1577 (XV): Suspénslon of nuclear
and thermonuclear tests.

This resolution urges the countries in-
volved in the Geneva test ban negotiations
to seel: a solution for the few remaining
questions so that a test ban agreement can be
achieved at an early date; it further urges
the countries concerned in these negotiations
to continue their present voluntary suspen-
slon of the testing of nuclear weapons; it
also requests the countries concerned to re-
port the results of their negotiations to the
Disarmament Commission and the General
Assembly. :

March 21, 1861: First mecting under the
new administration of the Geneva Conference
on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weaponsa Tests.
U.S. proposal presented by Ambassador Ar-
thur H. Dean. Soviet Union introduced its
Troika proposal on this date.

April 18, 1961: United Btates and United
Kingdom introduced draft treaty to the
Geneva Conference. !

May 5, 1961: Statement by President Ken-
nedy on the Geneva test ban negotiations
made at his news conference. Mention is
made of the new United States and United
Kingdom proposals and the introducticn of
the Trolka proposal by Russia.

Juns 4, 1961; Khrushchev delivers Soviet
alde-memoire concerning disarmament and
nuclear weapons tests to Prestdent Kennedy
at Vienna. Insists that the question of con-
trol hinges on Western Powers sgrcepting
proposals on general and complete disarma-
ment. : .

June 8, 1961: Kennedy teports to American
people on his Vienna talks with Khrushchev.

June 186, 1961: Khrushchev reports to Rus~
§lan people on his talks with President Ken-
nedy. (Tass report) Topics covered: Gen-
eral and complete disarmament, banning of
nuclear weapons, cessation of tests, question
of control, Hammarskjold, the German ques-
tion (peace treaty).

June 17, 1061: U.8. alde mémoiré to Soviet
Russia concerning Geneva test ban nego-
tlations. Repeated new proposals offered
by the United States and the United King-
dom on March 21, 1961.

i

|

Septémber 19

June 28, 1961: President Kennedy an-
nounces appointment of Committee of Sci-
entific Experts to advise him on test ban

blem.

_July 15, 1961: Soviet note replying to U.S.
note of June 17, 1961, concerning suspen-
sion of nuclear weapons tests. Says Soviet
proposals have been distorted. Brings up
again supervision. of inspection and control
by equal representatives of three basic
groups: Socialist states, capitalist states in
Western military bloc, and neutral states
(troika). .

July 15, 1961: U.S. note to Soviet Union
referring to the Soviet note of July 5, 1061,
on the Geneva test ban negotiatlons, Says
Soviet note contains a multitude of irrele-
vant and unwarranted comments. Confines
1ts reply to the central issue: Is the Soviet
Union prepared to reach an accord which
would halt nuclear tests under effective in-
ternational control.

July 15, 1961: United States and United
Kingdom request to UN. to place on the
agends of the 16th General Assembly an item

‘entitled: “The Urgent Need for s Treaty to

Ban Nuclear Weapons Tests Tnder Effective
International Control.”

July 20, 1961: President Kennedy an-
nounces membership of nuclear test study
group.

August 10, 1961: President announces he
hae reviewed report of Scientific Commlittee
and 1s sending Ambassador Dezn back to
Geneva.

August 30, 1961: Soviets announce plans
to resume nuclear testing.

Among the reasons cited by the Soviets for
taking this step were the turndown of the
“Troika” proposal. the nuclear tests carried
out by the French beginning Fsbruary 13,
1960, and the Berlin situation.

August 30, 1961: White House statement
on the Soviet’s announcement that they
planned to resume nuclear testing.

This statement expressed ¢oncern and re-
sentment in regard to the Soviet decision
to resume nuclear testing. It added that
the Soviet declsion presented & threat to
the entire world. It denounced the Soviet
pretext for resumption of weapons testing
by mentioning that the Berlin crisis was
created by the Soviets themselves. It also
mentioned that the Soviet Uniion bears heavy
responsibility before all humanity for this
decision which was made in complete dis-
regard of the United Nations. It concluded
by announcing that Ambassador Arthur Dean.
was being recalled immediately from his post
as chief negotiator at the nuclear test ban
meetings.

September. 1, 1961: The White House re-

ported that the Soviet Unton had conducted
a nuclear test in the atmosphere above
central Asia. Authorities estimated that the
device had a yleld of 100-500 kilotons.
. September 3, 1961: President Kennedy, in
a joint statement with British Prime Min-
ister Macmillan, proposed that the Bovief
Union agree immediately to dlscontinuing
testing nuclear weapons in the atmosphere.
The note suggested that the United States,
United Kingdom, and 1J.8.8R. representa-
tives meet in Geneva not later than Septem-
ber 9 to record the agreement 1o cease nu-
clear testing in the atmosphere and report
1t to the United Nations.

September 4, 1961: Soviet Union conducted

‘its second nuclear test in the atmosphere

over central Asia. This ewplosion was re-
ported to be in the “low kiloton range.”

September 5, 1961: Soviet Union deto-
nated a third nuclear device. The yield of
this detonation was in the low to inter-
mediate range. .

September 5, 1961: President Kennedy an-
nounced that the United States would re-
sume nuclear testing. He ordered the tests
carried out in the laboratory and under-
ground “with no fallout.” This declsion was
made after the Soviets set off their third

{A-RDP65B00383R000100200004-6
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"nuqléar test in the atmosphere in 6 days.
Pres,i@’en‘t Kennedy, in referring to the Ken-

ing nucléar testing in the atmos-

tember 9, 1961, -

September 15, 1961: The United States det~
onates Its first Ginderground nuclear device
at the Nevada test site, =~~~ = ©

October 27 _1'9§1: The United Nations Gen-
eral’ Assembly adopted a resolution which
“soleminly appeals to the Governiment of the
Soviet, Union” tg refrain from testing a 50-
megaton bomb. Premier Khrushchev has
sald such s bomb will b€ exXploded before
thé end of this month. The véte was 87 to
41, with 1 abstention. T o
- Octoper 30, 1961: The Soviet Union deto-

" nated a 55-60 megaton device (per AEC re-
lease dated Dec. 9, 1961). T )
© . 'Noyember 2, °1961: The President an-
-nolihdes that the policy of the United States
"be to proteed in developing nuclear
Wweapohs t6 malhtain a supefior capability
- for the defense of the free world against any
aggressot. ~ This statement indicated that the
< United States would make hecessary prepara-
tions for testin% in case it becomes neces-
" pary to test in the atmosphere. )
[~ Detember 92, 1961: A joint communique
- 'was issued. by Fresident Keiinedy aiid Prime
Ministér Macmillati following a 2-day meet-
‘Ing In Bermuda, They agreed that it was
neceddary “as a matter of prudent planning
.for the future, that pending the final deci-
gion ~[to résume " atmospheric’ testing].”
Preparations should be made for atmospheric
-testing to maintain the effectiveness of the
deterrent. e o
“Japuary 29, 1062: Geneva Conference on
the Discontinuafice of Nuclear Wéapons Tests
breaks up at 853d meeting. The United
States proposed Bn adjouriiment, and Soviet
negotiator Tearapkin sald, “Thils IS the end.”
«-February 7, 1082: President Kennedy and
Brit{sh Prime Minister Macmillari said they
haye proposed to Seviet Premier Khrushchev
thay another “supreme effort” 16 halt the
‘ms raCe be made by raising next
18-nation general disarmameént con-
o the Foreign Minister’s level.

ehruary 14,7 1962: Dresident Ken nedy
emie:

urged r Khrushchev not t6 press his
~proposal for an” 18-nation ‘summit meeting
on disarmament. However, he assured the
'Soviet leader that he was ready to participate
“at any stage of the conference when 1t
‘appedrs-that such participation could posi-
. tively affect the chances of success.” .
Pebrijary 21, 1962: Premier Khrushchev
replied to President Kennedy's letfer of Feb-
ruary 14 still ingisting on & summit confer-
‘en¢e bn’ disarmainent. S

Fobruary 24, 1062: Tetter from President
Kennedy to Prefier Khrushchev. Président
Kenpiedy teplied to Premler Khrushchev's
letter of February 21, 1962, stressing that
-heads of state participation at the Geneva
ice sholld 'bé regerved until a later
‘the negotlations after preliminary
énts Havé been redclhied at the Forelgn
- Minister's tevel, .
o 2,7'1962: President Kennedy an-
- Y | that he had ordered a resumption
‘of muclear tésts In theé atmospheére in late
nless the Soviet Union agrees before
" an ironclad treaty banning all tests.
sident field out to Ehrushchev the
s siimmit conference at which
4 treaty could be signed, and ‘also sald
_a,_satistacfory treaty wolild be offered
by the West at the disarmameént conference
‘openiing in Genéva oh March 14, 1962.
. March 4, 1982: The Soviet Govéernment

I é’_iga“rj;x_ilént advising that For-
“Gromyko would go to Geneva.

‘Khrushchev had “reliictantly” ac-
epted the fc')r'eifgn minister proposal.
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March 14, 1962: Seventeen-nation
armament conference opened in Géneva.
‘(Originally 18-nation conference, but France
did not attend.) B

March 16, 1962: Preniler Khrushchev an-
nounced that Soviet scientists had de-
veloped a “global rockef,” invulnerable to
antimissile weapons and that it rendered
obsalete the early warning system of the
United States. ’ ) ’

April 10, 1962 The White House released
a Joint United States-United Kingdom
statement on nuclear testing appealing to
the' Soviet Unlon to agree to a nuclear test
ban with adequate safeguards Including the
pfinciple of international verification. This
statement indicated that if such an agree-
ment was not successful then the test series
scheduled by the United States for the latter
part of April would go forward. )

“April 10, 1962: Prime Minister Macmillan
added a personal message to the joint Anglo-

““American note to Premier Khrushchev on a

nuclear test ban asking him to accept an
inspection procedure and “fill all the peoples
of the world with a new sense of hope.”

April 12, 1962: Premier Khrushchev rejects
the Kennedy-Macmillan joint statement on
nuclear testing.

April 16, 1962: Eight neutral nations ap-
pealed to the nuclear powers to persist in
their efforts to reach agreement on pro-
hibiting nuclear weapons testing for all time.
They suggested establishing a system for
continuous observation and control on a
scientific and nonpolitical basis, built on
existing mnational network of observation
posts.

-April 18, 1962: TUnited States offered a
three-stage plan for disarmament, having as
its goals general and complete disarmament
and gradual replacement of the armed
power of single nations by a strengthened
United Nations. The disarming process
would be balahced to prevent any state from

.gaining a military advantage, and compli-

ance with all ohligations would be effectively
verified, L R

April 22, 1962: Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy in summary analysis of 1961 Vela
hearing, reports that nearly 3 years of re-
search had brought no material progress to-
ward an effective method of detecting clan-
destine underground tests. '

April 25, 1962: First 1962 U.8. nuclear test
In the atmosphere. This test was of an In-
termediate yleld from a ‘plane near Christ-
mas Island. The President approved the
resumption of nuclear testing after repeated
unsuccessful attempts by the United States
to get the U.8.8.R. to agree to a nuclear test
ban treaty with adequate safeguards.

April 26, 1962: Secretary of State Rusk jus-
tified the new series of tests on the basis of
refusal of the Soviet Union to accept the
kind of international verification necessary
for a test ban agreement. The Secretary of
State referred to President Kennedy’s ad-
dress of March 2 in which he set forth the
reasons why a certain number of tests would
be necessary in the absence of an interna-
tional agreement banning nuclear tests with
adequate -assurances; and, secondly, that it
i1s a major objective of American policy to
bring an end to testing immediately and per-
manently when we were assured that testing
had been abolished.

May 1, 1962: France conducts underground

explosion of nuclear device in Algerian Sa-

hara. E
May 2, 1962: Disarmament talks were re-
sumed at Geneva. British Minister of State
Joseph Godber said U.3.8.R. must change its
attitude toward verification measures if the
‘world is to have general and complete dis-
armament.

May 16, 1962: Prémier Khriushchev con-
firmed U.S.8.R. deterihination to test. He
based his decision on the fact that the
United States had resunied testing in the
Pacifc. bbbl e

~ “Conference.
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June 14, 1982: The 18-Nation Disarmament
Conference ' recesses.

July 12, 1962: Secretary of State Dean Rusk
reports that the preliminary Vela results, re-
leased by the Defense Department on July
7, offer some promising signs for detecting
and identifylng nuclear tests but emphasized
the new findings cannot be considered a
substitute for control posts or onsite inspec-
tions. )

July 13,'1962: Soviet Union served official
notice that it claims the right to be the last
nation to carry out nuclear weapon tests.

July 16, 1962: The 18-Nation Disarmament
Conference reconvenes in Geneva. The
United States proposes discussion of scienti-
fic findings, particularly from Project Vela.

July 21, 1962: The Soviet Government an-
nounces its decision to resume nuclear tests.

August 1, 1962: President Kennedy stated
at his news conference that on the basis of
recent technical assessments, the United
States can work toward an internationally
supervised system of detection and verifica-
tion for underground testing which will be
simpler and more economical than the sys-
tem which was contained in the treaty which
we tabled in Geneva in April 1961. He em-
phasized that these new assessments do not
affect the requirement that any system must
include provision for onsite inspection of
unidentified underground events.

August 5, 1962: The Soviet Union detonaves
a nuclear explosion in the atmosphere in the
order of magnitude of 30 megatons. This is
the first of some 40 tests, continuing until
December 25.

August 8, 1962: U.S. Delegate Dean pro-
posed reducing the number of control posts
to something like 80—a reduction of more
than half. He offered this concession in view
of his contention that detecting devices have
gone ahead rapidly. Thus, our techniques
for detecting sneak tests are much better.

August 9, 1962: Ambassador Dean formally
introduces a new proposal for & comprehen-
sive test ban treaty based on a worldwide net-
work of internationally supervised, nation-
ally manned control posts. Provided the So~
viets agree to the principle of obligatory
onsite inspection, the numbers of control
posts and onsite inspections would be sub-
stantially reduced from previous U.S. propos-"
als. Ambassador Zorin immediately rejects
the new proposal.

August 20, 1962: The U.8.8.R. rejected
proposals for a partial nuclear test ban treaty.
The idea of a half-way treaty was advanced
by Brazil, Sweden, and Italy. The proposed
treaty would stop atmospheric tests immedi-
ately to.ease fallout dangers.

August 27, 1962: The United States and
Great Britain offered the Soviet Union the
cholce of an internationally inspected total
ban on nuclear weapons tests or an unin-
spected limited ban. The limited ban would
cover tests in the atmosphere, in space and
underwater pending further negotiations for
a treaty to include underground tests, the
most difficult to identify.

August 29, 1962: The U.S.S8.R. submitted
to the disarmament conference a formula for
halting nuclear weapons tests that the
United States and Britain have repeatedy
termed unacceptable because of inadequtae
guarantees and safeguards for inspection of
suspicious events.

August 29, 1962: President Kennedy wel-
comed a Soviet proposal that all nuclear test-
ing cease by January 1. But he reiterated
the Western position that an enforcible
treaty, complete with inspettion provisions,
be signed first.

September 7, 1962: The 18-Nation Disarma-
ment Conference recesses, but the test ban
subcommittee remains in session.

118-Nation Disarmament Conference now
composed of 17 nations. France, an original
member, withdrew at the beginning of the
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October 24, 1962: At the United Nations,
Brazll proposes denuclearization of Latin
America and Africa which would Include &
ban on nuclear weapon tests in these cons
tinents.

November 4, 1962: President Kennedy an-
nounces the end of the current sefies of at-
mospheric nuclear tests, but states that
‘underground tests will be continued in Ne-
vada. The last atmospheric detonation was
November 4, 1962.

November 6, 1962: The General Assembly
sdopts a two-part resolution on nuclear tests.
Part (A), sponsored by 37 powers and ap-
proved by a vote of 75 to 0 with 21 absten-
tions, calls for the cessation of testing by
Janusry I, 1963, and an interim arrangement
with certain assurances if no final agreement
is achieved by that date. Part (B), spon-
sored by the United States and the United
Kingdom and approved by a vote of 51 to 10
with 40 abstentions urges the early conclu-
sion of a comprehensive test ban treaty with
effective international verlfication. The
United States and the U.8.8.R. abstain on
purt (A), and the U.S.8.R. opposes part (B).

November 13, 1962: At Geneva, Ambassa-
dor Tsarapkin suggests that unmanned seis-
mic stations be employed as an addition to
existing national detecting stations to moni-
tor a fest ban.

November 26, 1962 The 18-Nation Disar-
mament Conference reconvenes for the third
session.

November 28, 1962: In an attempt to end
the deadlock at Geneva, Swedish Delegate
Rolf Edberg proposed a moratorium on all
tuclear tests while an international group of
scientists works out underground control
methods satisfactory to both the West and
the Soviet Union.

December 3, 1962: The U.S.8.R. rejected the
proposal for setting up a nuclear test ban
put forth by the Indlan-Swedish delegations.

December 4, 1962: The Soviet Union told
the United States and CGreat Britaln that as
long as they Insisted on on-site ipspection
there would “never be any agreement” to end
nuclear testing. Joseph B. Godber, of
Britain, declared the dismissal of the neu-
tralist efforts to break the test ban stalemate
was "“not the action of a responsible govern-
ment.”

December 4, 1962: Arthur H, Dean told the
Soviet Union that unmanned seismic sta-
tions—the so-called *“black boxes”——cannot

serve as sole guardian of a nuclear test ban.

December 10, 1962: In the 18-Nation Dis-
srmamént Conference, Ambassador ‘Tsa-
repkin formally proposes the establishment of
two or three unmanned seismic stations on
the territorles of states possessing nuclear
weapons., Locatiohs by zones for those to be
placed in the Soviet Union are named. This
proposal is conditioned on the abandonment
by the West of its Insistence on international
control and obligatory on-site inspection.

December 19, 1962: Premier Khrushchev,
In a letter to President Kennedy, states that
the Soviet Unlon is now prepared to accept
two or three onsite inspections per year on
Soviet territory. In addition, he says there
could be three unmanned seismic stations
on Soviet territory. The final location of the
stations is left open.

December 20, 1862: The 18-Nation Dis-
armament Conference recesses.

December 28, 1962: President Kennedy, in
reply to Premier Khrushchev, Indicates en-
couragement that the Soviets have now ac-
cepted the principle of onsite inspection, but
states that the figure of “two or three” on-
site inspections is mot sufficient, nor are
three unmanned selsmic stations. He denles
that the United States offered to agree on
fhree inspectlons. The United States has
reduced number of onsite inspections to 8
to 10.

January 4, 1963: Arthur H, Dean an-
nounced that he had submitted his resigna-
tlon on December 27, 1962, as Chief U.S,

" site inspections per year

CONGRESSIONAL REdORD — SENATE

negotia*or at the Disarmainent Conference
at Geneva.

January 7, 1963: In a letter to President
Kennedy, in further exchange on the sub-

- ject of ounsite lnspectlon Premier EKhru-

shchev holds to his conteqtmn that an an-
nyal quota of two or three Inspections is
sufficienit. He emphaslzes at he considers
agreement in principle a' preat unilateral
concession, and he agrees to further dis-
cyssion on the queshons4 between United
States and U.8S.S.R. rcpresgntatlves

January 14, 1863: United States and Soviet
representatlves meet in New York. The
United States is representpd by Witliam. C.
Foster, Director of the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency; and the USSR. is
represented by N. T. Fedorenko Soviet Am-
bassadcer to the UN., and, 8. K. Tsarapkin,
chairman of the Soviet delegation to the 18-
Nation Disarmament Confelence Discus-
sions continue in New Yoxrk until Januvary
22 when they are moved to Washington.

January 26, 1963: Prgsident Kennedy
orders that preparations Jfor underground

testing In Nevada be suspsnded tn the hope

that the Western-Soviet diacussions pres-
ently taking place in New York and Wash-
ington would materially enhance the pros-
pects for an effective agreement on a test
ban.

February 1, 1963: The New York and Wash-
ington, D.C., dfscussions on a test ban are
slated to be taken up at tﬁe 18-Nation Dis-
armament Conference scheduled to be re-
sumed on February 12. a press confer-
efice, Secretary of State Rusk expressed the
disappolntment of the Umted States that
thie position of the Soviet Union appeared
to have hardened into a 'Eake it-or-leave-it
attitude on their offer for two or three on-
The BSecretary
states, “** * * the ldea of onsite inspection
is not simply a political question involving
the acceptance of onsite inspection in prin-
ciple, but is the practical problem of estab-
lishing arrangements which in fact do pro-
vide assurance that agreements are being
complied with.”

February 1, 1963: President Kennedy or-
ders resumption of the ,preparations for
underground testing in Ne\rada

February 8, 1963: The sé¢heduled series of
underground tests is begun in Nevada.

February 12, 1963: The 18-Nation Disarm-
ament Conference reconvenes at Geneva.

February 22, 1963: The ACDA announces
in Washington that the United States is
willing to consider possible acceptance of
seven on-site " inspections, providing the
modalities of inspection can be agreed upon.

February 28, 1963: In a Moscow election
meeting speech, Premler Khrushchev re-
afirms his refusal to consider anything
but three on-site Inspections per year.

April 1, 1963: The Uqlted States and
United Kingdom delegations table a memo-
randum of posltion concerning the cessa-
tion of nuclear weapons tegts. This memo-
randum sums up the Western position on
general principles of agreement, on-site
Ingpection and automatic s¢ismic station ar-
rangements, and includes specific proposals
submitted to date.

May 13, 1963: AEC and DOD announce can-

. cellation of the three small subkiloton de-

tonations which had been announced on
May 8 would be conducte% at the Nevada
Test Site on the surface and one just below
the surface.

May 27, 1963: Senator Dodd joined by 33
other Senators introduced @& resolution that
U.8. offer to the Soviet Unlon to agree to a
ban on all tests that contaminate the atmo-
sphere or the aceans.

June 10, 1963: President Kennedy, in his
speech at American University, announced
thet: (1) he, Prime Minister Macmillan and
Chalrman Khrushchev had agreed that high
level discussions will shortly begin in Mos-
cow on a comprehensive test ban treaty;

b
i

September 19

(2) the United States dces not propose to
conduct nuclear tests In the atmosphere so
long as other states do not do go

June 20, 1963: Memorandum of Under-
standing (between U.S. and U.8.8.R.) signed
at Geneva to establish a direct communica~
tions link between the Unifted States and
the Soviet Union. (This was negotiated in
arms control forum),

June 30, 1963: The Atomic Energy Com-
mission reported that in recent weeks there
has been evidence of events in the Soviet
Union which may be nuclear tests of very low
yields. (Newspaper articles referred to an
event occurring in the Soviet Union on June
12) -

July 2, 1963: Chalrman Khrushchev, in a
gpeech In East Berlin, agrees to negotiate on
a nuclear test ban treaty limited to atmos-
phere, outer space, and underwater. He also
requested negotiations on a nonaggression
pact between NATO and the Warshaw Treaty
nations.

July 15, 1963: Commencement of three
power (United States, United Kingdom, and
U.SS.R.) talks In Moscow 0 regotiate a
limited test ban.

July 25, 1963: Negotlators for the United
States, United Kingdom, and U.8.8S.R—Am-
bassador Harriman, Lord Hailsham, and For-
elgn Minister Gromyko—initlal z treaty to
ban nuclear weapons tests in other nuclear
exploslons in the atmaosphere, in cuter space,
and underwater,

Exumir 3

[Alert No., 5—Soviet Treaty Violations, pub-
lished by Armed Forces Information and
Education, Department of Defense, Nov. 5,
1862]

SoviET TREATY VIOLATIONS

Officials of the Soviet Unlon, from the 1917
Bolshevik revolution onward through 45 years
of Communist rule, have established an un-
disputed reputation for breaking their most
solemn pledges.

The Soviet regirne’s consistent viewpoint
on the relative unimportance of promises is
not restricted to its dealings with other
countries, but extends with equal force to
its relationships with the Russian people and
the various minority groups which comprise
the USSR,

Only 3 days after tho November 7, 1917,
revolution placed it in newer, the Communist
regime abolished freedom of the press as a
privilege too dangerous to bz entrusted to
the people. The people were promised, how-
ever, that the decree would be rescinded just
“as soon as the new regime took root.” This
45-year-old promise notwithstanding, the
order still applies today.

Other instances in which the Soviet Re-
public has broken faith with its own people
are legion. The revolution of 1917 was car-
rted out in the name of democracy, and
ever since “democracy” has been one of the
most frequently used words in the Commu-~
nist lexicon. But while the Communists
have capitalized on the word, they have radi-
cally altered its definition—from ‘“govern-
ment by the people” to “government for the
good of the workers.” Since the Commu-
nists keep for themselves the right to deter-
mine what is “good” for the workers, the So-
vilet definition of democracy in fact has
become “government by Communists.”

After 1917, the Russian people wanted not
only democracy but its specific institutions:
& constitution, a parliament, elections, a se-
cret ballot, trade unions, etc. They were
glven all these things, but in name only.

The Soviet Constitution is an interesting

‘document to read. However, it is violated or

ignored by the regime as a matter of course.
The Soviet parliament meets regularly, but
it possesses neither power nor function.
Elections are held every 4 years, but the
single-slate ballot gives the voters no choice.
A “secret ballot” is provided, but its purpose
18 to Iidentify dissenters rather than protect
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THE AGREEMENT

tracting party * * *. The treaty comes into
force immediately * * * and shall remain
in force for a term of 30 years.”

March 10, 1947: Council of Foreign Min-
isters, meeting in Moscow, agrees that all
German prisoners of war should be repatri-
ated by December 31, 1948.

May 4 and June 20, 1949: Pour-power
agreements of New York and Paris guar-
antee United States, British, French, and
Soviet joint control of Berlin, all access
routes to and from the city, and freedom
of movement within the city.

July 27, 1953: Military armistice estab-
lished between United Natlons command
and opposing Communist forces, assisted by
U.8.8.R, of China and North Korea. Armi-
stlce agreement pledges signers to “cease
introduction into Korea of reinforcing mili-
tary personnel.”

January 14, 1956: U.S.S.R. signs agreement
with Yugoslavia, pledging $110 million in
credits for industrial construction.

August 4, 1956: U.S.S.R. pledges an addi-
tional grant of 8175 million, bringing total
to $2856 million. .

October 19, 1956: U.5.8.R.~-Japanese joint
declaration pledges the Soviet Union to re-
frain from interference in Japan’s internal
affairs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —= SENATE

THE RESULT
tracting parties undertake not to conclude
any alllance against the other high contract-
ing party and not to take part in any coali-
tlon or actions or measures directed against
the other high contracting party * * *. The
Dresent treaty will be valid for 30 years.

August 3, 1955: Soviet regime furnishes
West German Red Cross with data on the
health and whereabouts of only 20 of the
approximately 14,000 Germans known to be
still held in the US.SR. |,

September 20, 1955: U.S.S.R. unilaterally
transfers Soviet control over all access routes
to and from Berlin to East German regime.

August 13, 1961: Construction of Berlin
wall completely prohibits free passage from
the Soviet sector to the Western sectors.

July 11, 1955: U.N. command details long
list of armistice agreement violations by
Communist parties.

May 6, 1957: U.N. command, in ancther
of series of oficial compldints, charges that
Communists have sent troops in Korea’s de-
militarized zone six timeg in period of less
than 4 months.

May 28, 1858: Yugoslav sources disclose
that the Soviet Union has postponed for &
years the grant to Yugoslavia amounting to
8285 million. This represented an attempt
to retaliate against Yugoslavia for its refusal
to accept the Soviet Communist Party’s
ideological leadership. i

1858: During the weeks preceding - Jap-
anese elections of May 22, Soviet radic beams
propaganda at Japan violently opposing the
reelection of Premlier Kis]q',us government.

19569--60: U.S.SR. thregtens Japan with
the possibility of nuclear war If Japan rati-
fles United States-Japan security treaty,
signed January 19, 1960.

_ EXHIBIT 4
[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Sept.
15, 1963}
How THE SoviErs ARE OBSERVING THEIR
TREATIES Now

(By Dr.F. G. Lassner)

The following is a short study of selected
Boviet treaty practices. It is not based on a
comprehensive listing of all treaties; nor does
this study contribute a complete analysis of
how treaties fared at the hands of the Krem-
lin. However, a large enough sample of
treaties was examined to permit a number of
broad conclusions. .

Economic treaties, in general, are being ob-
served by the U.S.S.R. This is s0 because
treaties of this sort operate to the advantage
of the U.S.SR. and because many of them
are drawn with Communist bloc states; i.e.,
they are treaties within the same political
entity. But where trade agreements conflict
with the immediate political interests of the
U.S.8.R., they are wholly or partially voided
(viz, treatles with such dissident satellites
as Albania, China, Yugoslavia, etec.).

Many treaties signed by the U.S.8.R., espe-
clally at the end of World War II, called for
free elections or plebiscites. The U.S.SR.
presumably expected Communist and affili-
ated partles to win elections in Eastern Eu-
rope. When this hope was disappointed, de-
spite systematic attempts to bring about
electoral victories by skulduggery (e.g., out-
lawing of certain parties), political warfare
and insurrectional methods were used to
seize political power.

Trefties of strategic significance habitu-
ally have been violated by the U.S.S.R. when-
_ ever violation was in accord with the require-

ments of Soviet strategic operations. This

will become apparent by reading, for example,
" the attached list of violated and observed

nonaggression and friendship treaties.

A TREATY TECHNIQUE

The U.S.8.R., on occasion, attempts to play
off one country against anpther through the
negotlation or drawlng of treattes, of which
one set tends to be deceptive. In 1922, the
U.8.8.R. negotiated with the Western Powers,
only to sign the Treaty of Rapallo with Ger-
meny. In 1939, extensive discussions with
France and England on mutual security were
terminated through the signing of the Nazi-
Soviet Pact. Agreements made in 1939 with
Nazl Germany on the division of Poland were
annulled 2 years later by treaty with the
Polish Government-in-exile; in addition, the
U.8.8.R. shortly thereafter drew agreements,
which were not mutually compatible with
two different Polish exile gbvernments.

The U.5.S.R. has signed agreements which
have a purpose that differs from the objects
stated in the treaty. The USSR, for ex-
ample, joined the United Natlons for many
Teasons connected with their strategy of
revolution, but not for the humanitarian rea-
sons steted in the U.N. Charter.

In summary, 1t may be concluded that in
the Soviet scheme, treaties are a tool either
to solve some practical problem (Danube
River navigation or Internationsl Postal Un-
ion Treatles) or, more Iimportantly, to fur-
ther the offensive-defensive strategy of the
U.S.8R. More often than not, treaties are
concluded with a particular country whose
assent or benevolent neutrality is needed to
carry out s particular strategic operation, or
else the treaty partner is itself the intenced
vietim, or target, of Soviet direct or Indirect
atteck.

TREATIES VIOLATED

1. Treatles pertalning to repatriation and
treatment of civilians and war Prisoners. A
whole series of such treaties was made after
World War II. Examples are;

Joint declaration by the US.SR:. and
Japan concerning political relations, Octo-

September 19

ber 19, 1856 (provisions on repatriation of
Japanese natlonals).

Agreement concerning repatriation of J ap-
anese prisoners of war and civilians from the
U.S8.R. and from territories tnder Soviet
control, as well as Korean naflonsls from
Japan to Soviet-occupied North Korea, with
two annexes. December 19, 1946.

2. Treaties between the RSFSR and cer-
tain bodies concerning establishment of
autonomous republics within the RSFSR.
Such autonomy on several occasions was
unllaterally abrogated at a later date by the
RSFSR.

3. Treatles of nonintervention: 'The
U.8.8.R. frequently has violated such treaties
outright, or has denied that activities in
which it was engaged constituted an inter-
vention within the meaning of the treaty.
Intervention by the U.S.8.R. has constituted
both of propaganda and political warfare,
and of outright political or military activi-
ties. Examples are:

Exchange of notes between the U.S.S.R.
and Rumania constituting an agreement
concerning noninterference in each other’s
internal affairs, June 9, 1934,

Exchange of notes between the U.S.SR.
and France concerning Soviet adherence to
the principle of nonintervention in the Span-
ish civil war,

Joint declaration by the U.8.8.R. and Japan
concerning political relations October 19,
1956 (provisions on noninterference in inter-
nal affairs).

4. Treatles related to the International
Labor Organization. U.8.S.E. has adhered
to conventions on a varlety of subjects: Child
labor, right to unionize, annual holidays
with pay, freedom of asscclation, etc. Some
of these agreements were first drawn in the
early 1920’s. Examples are:

CONVENTION ON SLAVERY

Convention concerning slavery of 1926-
53, U.8.8.R. ratified August 1966. Several
supplementary conventions of 1956 on aboli-
tlon of slavery and slave trade “and institu-
tlons and practices similar to slavery” rati-
fied by the U.S.S.R.

Convention concerning equal remunera-
tlon for men and women workers for work
of equal value (ILO convention No. 100}, rat-
ified by the US.S.R. on April 4, 1956.

Convention concerning forced or compul-
sory labor (ILO convention No. 24) of 1930-
46. U.S.SR. ratified June 4, 1956.

5. Treaties pertaining to the control of
narcotics. These are violated by the US.S.R.
through proxies (China, Cuba). Examples
are:

International Opium Convention, with an-
nex and protocol, February 19, 1925. So-
viet adherence, October 31, 1935,

Convention for limiting the manufactur-
Ing and regulating the distribution of nar-
cotic drugs, with p otocol of signature, July
31, 1931. Soviet adherence, Octobar 31, 1935.

6. Treaties establishing certain rules or
regulations, or prohibiting certain practices.
These either have been or are being violated
by the USSR.; they ave antithetical to
SBoviet custom and observation of such
agreements canont be expected. The U.S.S.R.
Wwas not a slgnatory to some of these treaties
before World War II, and went out of its
way to act contrary to the spirit of many of
the provisions. Examples are;

Geneva convention concerning the treat-
ment of prisoners of war, with five annexes,
1949, Supersedes agreements of 1929.

Geneva conventlon concerriing the pro-
tection of civillan persons in time of war,
with three annexes, 1949,

Convention on the prevention and punish-
ment of the crime of genoclde, December 9,
1948.

Convention on the political rights of wo-
men, December 20, 1853, and March 31, 1953,
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At that tlmg'f beheve I had fully cov-
ered thls pomt Tlowever, I sé¢ that my
distinguished colleague from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byep] in his discussion today
agaln has’ réferred to General Powers’

-concern and cités General Powers’ staté-

‘ments as one of the bases for Tus con-
cérn Oyér the treaty.
For many years now the Joint Com-

‘tailed.information concerhing the test-

ing program by the AEC and the high

~ degree” of reliability that the AEC and
the  weapons Igtboratorxes attribute to
their n%clear weapons, The details of

* this on file with the Joinf Committee are

‘classified. In order, however, to bring’

this matter to the attentlon of the pub-

lic in a true light, the Joint Committee
staff on September i7 requested Gen.
AW, Betts, Director of the Division of
“Military Application, to make available
in_an unclassified manner the details of
the testing programs and the assurances
“ak to t%g reliability of the nuclear weap-
- ohs, is afternoon a response from
General Betts was received at the office
of ‘the Joint Committee on Atomic

; Energy

I ask unanimous consent that the lef-

ter of September 17 from the Joint Com- "

“mittee on Atomic Energy to General
" Betts and the reply from General Betts
of September 19 be 1nserted in the Rec-
‘ORD.

I belleve the Commissioner’s letter

signed by General Betts w111 once and‘

(Y all put to rest any doubts that exist.
There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recoro,

o3 follows: ) .
e SerrEmMBER 17, 1063.
Maj. Gen. A. W, BETTS

Director, Division of Military Application,

LS, Atomie Energy Commission, Wash-
‘Angton, D.C.

"DEaR GENERAL BrrTs: On August 19, 1963,
Gleneral Power, in testimony before the Pre-
paredness Investigating Subcommittee of the
gegate Cominlttee on Armed Services, testi-

@

“The only wa}7 you can prove a weapon
systeni is o take it out of the gtockpile in
& random patterh and let the tactical unit
take it out and defonate it. If you haven't

done thjs there is always a chance that
som,ethi g has happened that we won't dis-~
cov%zv‘_ jiioh

1] too J.a.; L ]

ye naot tested any of the operational
; oLu: inventory. That includes
“the missiles and the bombs.”

The_implications left by General Power’s

testimony is that the weapons systems and
-watheads developed are not assured of func-
tioning properly when called upon to do so

in an operational manner,  From the knowl-

. edge ‘available to the Joint Committee in

followi%g the weapons programs over the
years, is appears to be contrary to the
actual situation.’

Most of the in,formatxon on ﬁ,le With the
Joint Committee_on Atomlic Energy regard-
ing this matter is in classified form., It is
very desimble, therefore, that an_unclassi-
fed letter be Turnished recounting the long
history of "looking at the need for opera-

- tional systems tests, and the’ study efforts

made on thig problem fogether with the
Procedures now In practicé which provide to
: nﬂstg engineers and to the military ad-
s in the artment of Defense the
high unfidence they have in the

- -@ssUrahce “that coniplete” Weapons systems,
when fired operationally, will result in nu-
. clear warhead detonatmns as designed.

To the groatest extent possible 1n an un-“

- Approved For Release 2007/01/20 - CIA-RDP65B00383R000100200004-6
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cIassiﬂed communfcaﬂon this letter should”

nelude information on tests of weapons
systems that included warheads where the
entire sequence of firing was actually tested
except for the final nuclear detonation,
Statistical tests and certification procedures
involving more than just the original war-
head designess shotld also be described.

“Your éooperation In providing us this in-
formatlon is greatly appreciated.

Smcerely yours
- - JOHN T. CONWAY,
Egxecutive Director.

U,.s. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 19, 1963.
Mr. JouN T. Couw.ur
Ezxecutive Director,
Joint Commiitee on Atomic Energy,
Congress of the United States
- DrAR MR. Conway: I refer to your letter

- of September 17, 1963, regarding statements

made by Gen., Thomas S. Power, commander
in chief, Strategic Alr Command, before the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of
the Committee oh Armed Services, U.s.
Senate.

The matter of reliabllity of nuclear weap-

ons has always been considered & matter of-

preat importance by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and consequently a substantial tech-
nical effort has been devoted to insure that
the nuclear weapons provided to the Depart-
ment of Defense will function properly if
used operationally. The required rellability
for any particular nuclear weapon is estab-
lished initially by the DOD in the nuclear
weapon military characteristics. This re-
quired rellability is quite high and is verified
by the extensive testing program discussed
. in the following paragraphs.

‘The accumulation of the necessary data
upon which the rellability 1s based begins
early In the development program of a
weapon. Initlally the nonnuclear compo-
nents are su‘Bject;d to many rigorous tests,
under varlous énvironmental .conditions
which, include acceleration, vibration, high
alid "low temperaturé cycling, etc. Next, the
complete nonnuclear weapon (elther bomb
or warhead) with depleted uranium or other
material substituted for the fisslonable ma-
terial is tested under a varlety of circum-
stances that include functional tests under
simulated operational conditions. In these
* tests, the weapon is highly instrumented in
order to obtaln information that ts of pri-
meary interest to the weapon desigher; eg.,
arming, fusing, and firing circuit operation.
If the weapon Is a bomb, it is carried by the
same type alrcraft that will employ it oper-
ationally and 1t is released on an AEC test
range at Tonopah, Nev. where extensive
ground instrumentation records all the vari-
ous bomb functions.

In the case of a hallistic missile, the same

type of tests are run in conjunctlon with the
DOD on test firings from the Atlantic or Pa-
cific missile ranges. These tests confirm the

compatibility between the DOD and AEC

portions of the weapon system and establish
that the nonnuclear portion of the weapon
will perform according to specifications. A
sufficient number of these tests is performed

. so that a statistically signifificant amount of

dats i1s obfained thus allowing the reliability
of the system to be certified as meeting the
DOD requirement.

The abave tests are generally pelformed on
development quality material. After the re-
sults of these tests are analyzed and the de-
signs are firmly established several complete
nugclear weapons are produced by the produc-
tion ._complex using production tooling.
These_nuclear weapons are again subjected
t0 essentially the same sorts of tests as the
deyvelopment hardware, although no actual
missile firipgs or aircraft drops are per-
formed. After successful completion of these

. tests quantity production of a weapon is

begun and it is Introduced into stockpile

Durlng the productlon phase the quality
and rellability of the product continues to be

of prime Importance, For this reason, weap-
ons are withdrawn very early in the produc-
tion phase In order to perform functional
tests thereby establishing the quality of the
new production. Additionally, throughout
the stockpile life of the weapon, nuclear
weapons are periodically withdrawn on a
statistical basis and functional tests per-
formed. In this way, the reliability of the
stockpile ls continuously verified and any
degradation resulting from the passage of
time is detected and corrected.

In regard to the nuclear portion of the
system, the designer performs development
tests on high explosive detonators, high ex-
plosive charges, initiators, and other compo-
nents to establish reliability data. By the
use of various testing techniques the nuclear
weapon designer is able to predict with a
high degree of confidence that the weapon
would have performed in a satisfactory man-
ner had the nuclear materials been present.
* To supplement the extensive development
tests of primarilly nonnuclear components
mentioned above, full scale nuclear develop~
ment and proof tests are performed. The
development tests lead to an optimum design
that may be tested further by a proof test.
The decislon as to whether a proof test will
be performed depends primarily on the de-
sign approach, the success of the develop-
ment tests, and sensitivity of the system to

-variations in weapon yield. The designs of

most of the weapons in stockpile have been
proof tested.
In addition to the AEC tests the DOD per-

. forms operational suitability tests of the

complete weapon system using weapons pro-
vided by the AEC. The weapons provided to
the DOD for this purpose are essentially
identical to stockpiled weapons (less the nu-
clear material). The operational suitability
test 1s designed to evaluate the system from
stockpile to target and generally culminates
in a nonnuclear detonation of the weapon.
Usually there are several of these tests per-
formed for each weapon system. In some
instances a passive (nontelemetered and
recoverable) instrumentation package is in-
stalled in these weapons to provide a record
of proper functioning of various weapon cir-
cuits. In other tests the data are telemetered.

In regard to operational tests of complete
systems, this has been a matter primarily of
concern to DQOQD, although AEC advice and
assistance have been provided. As you know,
the decision has beenh made in some instances
to perform operational systems tests such as
the Polaris weapons system test during Op-
erafion Dominic.

In summary we are confident that the nu-
clear weapons the AEC develops, produces,
and provides to the DOD are highly rellable
and that they will function properly if used
operationally.

Sincerely yours,
) A, W. BETTS,
Major General, U.S. Army, Director of
Military Application.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, since
the treaty in a limited way to ban nu-
clear testing was submitted to the Sen-
ate, I, as well as other Senators, have
been giving grave consideration to the
course that should be followed by the
Senate with respect to the proposal.

I approach this problem with the view
that the achievement of peace and the
maintenance of the security of the Unit-
ed States are our primary considera-
tions. That is the premise upon which
I have acted in attempting to decide
what should be done.

Worthy people throughout the world
do not believe in war, or the taking of
the lives of citizens because of political
differences, or in the practice of enter-
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ARMISTICE AGREEMENTS

7. Armistice agreements and/or peace
‘treaties after World War II contained many
provisions violated by the U.8.8.R., especially
in treaties with the present satellite coun-
tries.  The U.S.S.R. also hampered Allied con-
trol commissions in carrying out their as-
slgnments. Examples of such provisions are:
Free elections, noninterference in internal
affairs, inspections, ete. R

8. Some miscellaneous agreements wholly
‘or partlally violated by the U.S.S.R.:

Exchange of notes between the U.SS.R.
and the United States concerning establish-
ment of diplomatic relations, with related
documents, November 16, 1933. (Provisions
‘of this agreement, especially those in, which
signatories promlise to refrain from certain
activitles have been violated.)

Joint declaration by the U.S.S.R. and Japan
pledging respect for the territorial integrity
and inviolability of Manchukuo and the
Mongolian Peoples Republic, April 13, 1941.

Agreement between the U.SSR. and the
United Kingdom providing for limitation of
‘naval armament and exchange of informa-
‘tion concerning naval construction, with
protocol of signature, July 17, 1937. Modifi~
cation "July 6, 1938. (U.S.8.8.R. never ex-
changed any Information.)

Novembeér 16, 1937, (1) convention for
creatlon of an International Criminal Court
and (2) convention for prevention and pun-
ishment of terrorism.

Convention concerning privileges and im-
munities of the United Nations, February 13,
1946, U.S.S.R. accession September 22, 1953
‘(agreements on duties and privileges of

~giplomats frequently are viclated by the
UBSR.).
* Kellogg-Briand Pact, treaty of Parls,
signed August 27, 1928, renunciation of war.
Protocol concerning entry into force of the
general treaty of August 27, 1928, for renun-
elation of war as an instrument of national
‘policy ~ (Litvinov ~protocol).  February 9,
1929, U.S.SR.-Estonla, Latvia, Polind, Ru-
‘anla—=later Lithuania, Danzig, Persia.

Commerdial treaties with Albania and,

China have been abrogated by the USS.R.
Yo a gréater.of lesser degree as a reSult of the
political disagreements with these countries.
 Agreements between the U.S.S.R. and the
United States regarding return of lend-lease
naval vessels, )

Agreements between the US.8.R. and other -

Allied Powers on establishment of provi-
slonal government, holding of elections, etc,,
in Korea. ‘
Agreemént by the Allied Control Council
‘for Germany concerning establishment of
three corridors for alr travel betwéen Berlin
‘and West Germany, November 30, 1945.

Neutrality, friendship, mutual assistance,
and mnonaggres$ion treaties between the
U.8.8.R. and other couniries ’

Where the U.8.S.R. had a strategic goal or
gome Immediate or long-range political ob-
Jective, these treaties have been violated.
‘When this was not the case, if the other con-
tracting party was gecgraphically removed
from the U.S.S.R. or where treaties were
-drawn” with other Communist states, the
treaties in general have been observed.

TREATIES NOT VIOLATED

Treaty of friendship and neutrality be-
tween the U.S.SR. and Turkey, with three
protocols, December 17, 1925, .

Treaty of neutrality and nonaggression be-
tween the U.S.S.R., and Germany, with ex-
change of notes, April 24, 1926, extended 1931,

Treaty of neutrality and nonaggression be-
tween the U.S.8.R. and Afghanistan, with
final protocol, August 31, 1928, extended 1931,
1936, and 1955,

Treaty of friendship, nonaggression, and
neutrality between the U.S8.R. and Italy,
September 2, 1933, .

|
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Gentlemen’s . agreement between the
U.8.S.E., and the Mongolian People’s Repub-
lic, concerning mutual aid in case of attack
by a third party, November 27, 1934,

MUTUAL ASSISTANCE

Protocol of mutual assistance between the
U.S.8.R., and the Mongolian People’s Repub-
le, March 12, 1938, Convertdtl into treaty
of friendship and mutual ‘assistance, Febru-
ary 27, 1946. B

Treaty of nonaggression between the
U.5.8.E., and Germany, August 23, 1939, and
secret protocol eoncerning apheres of interest
in eastern Europe.

Treaty of friendship, ¢ollaboration, and
mutual assistance between the U.S.S.R., and
Rumanisa, February 4, 1948,

Treaty of friendship, collaboration, and
mutual assistance between the U.S.S8.R., and
Bulgaria, March 18, 1948.

Treaty of friendship, c¢ollaboration, and
mutual assistance between the USSR, and
Finland, April 6, 1948.

Treaty of friendship, alllance, and mutual
agsistance between the US.S.R. and the
Chinese People’s Republic, February 14, 1950.

Treaty of friendship, cooperation, and mu-
tual assistance (Warsaw Pact), May 14, 1955.
U.S.8.F.., Albanla, Bulgarih, Czechoslovakia,
German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Po-
land, Rumania.

State Treaty for Austria, May 15, 1955,
U.8.8.F., United Kingdom, United States,
France, Austria. (Not an outright donag~
gression treaty, but Austria’s status guar-
anteed by USS8R.)

Violated:

(Note.~The nonaggression pacts with the
three Baltic countries weré violated by the
U.S.S.R. when the latter, in June of 1940,
sent each country an ultimatum demanding
formation of a new government and the en-
trance of Soviet troops into major cities.)

Treaty of nonaggression between the
U.S.8.R. and Lithuania, with two exchanges
of notes, September 28, 1926. Extended 1931,
1834, reaffirmed by treaty.of October 10, 1939.

Convention between the U.S.SHR. and
Lithuania concerning the definition of ag-
gression, with annex, July'5, 1038,

Treaty of nonaggression and neutrality be-
tween the U.8.8.R. and Latvia, March 9, 1927,
extended 1932 and 1934.

Treaty between the U.S.8.R. and Latvia on
conciliation procedure, June 18, 1932.

Pact of mutual assistance between the

U.8.8.R. and Latvia, October 5, 1939,
PACT WITH FINLAND

Treaty between the U.S.8R. and Finland
concerning nonaggression ‘and the peaceful
seéttlement of disputes, with protocol of sig-
nature, Janhuary 21, 1932. (U.S.S.R. expelled
from League of Natlons for violating this
treaty.) Extended 1934.

Convention between the U.8.8SR. and Fin-
land concerning conciliation procedure,
April 22, 1932, ;

Treaty between the U.S.8.R. and Estonia
concerning nonaggression ‘and the peaceful
settlement of disputes, May 4, 1932, extended
1934. i -

Convention between the U.S.8.R. and
Estonia concerning conciliation procedure,
June 16, 1932, ,

Pact of mutual assistance between the
U.8.8.R. and Estonia, September 28, 1939.

Treaty of nonaggresslon between the
U.8.8.R. and Poland, with two protocols of
signature, July 25, 1932, e?:tended 1934.

Convention between the U.SS.R. and
Poland concerning conciliation procedure,
November 23, 1932. )

Joint communique by the U.SS.R. and
Poland concerning diplomatic and commer-
cial relations, November 26, 1938. Confirms
1932 nonaggression treaty..

Note from U.S.8.R. to Poland abrogating
existing treatles between the U.S.S.R. and
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Poland, September 17, 1939. Reason: Polish
Government has ceased to exist. Followed
by Joint declaration of friendship and
‘mutual aid by the U.S.S.R. and the Polish
government in ekile, December 4, 1941.

Treaty of nonaggression hetween U.S.S.R.
and France, November 29, 1932. :

Convention between the USSR, and
France, concerning conciliation procedure,
November 29, 1932.

Treaty of mutual assistance between the
U.S.8.R. and France, with protocol of signa-
ture, May 2, 1935,

Treaty of mutual assistance between the
U.8.S.R. and Czechosolvakia, with protocol of
signature, May 16, 1935.

Treaty -of friendship, mutual assistance,
and postwar collaboration between the
U.S.B.R. and the Czechoslovakian govern-
ment in exile, with protocol, December 12,
1943.

WITH YUGOSLAVIA

Treaty of friendship, mutual assistance,
and postwar collaboration between the
U.8.8.R. and Yugoslavia, April 11, 1945. (De-~
nounced by the U.S.S.R. Sepiember 28, 1949;
in October, Yugoslavia accused the U.8.S.R.
.of having broken the treaty. Most commer-
clal treaties between U.5.5.R. and Yugoslavia
violated by the U.S.S.R. after the break in
relations.)

Treaty between the U.S.8.R. and.the United
Kinpgdom concerning aliance in the war
against Germany and collaboration and mu-
‘tual assistance after the war, May 26, 1942.
Annulled by U.S.8.R. on May 7, 1955,

Treaty of alliance and mutual assistance
between the U.S.S.R. and the French pro-
visional government, December 10, 1944 (an-
nulled by U.S.S.R., May 7, 1855).

Pact of neutrality between the U7.S.S.R. and
Japan, April 13, 15641 (denounced by U.S.S.R.
on April 5, 1945).

Treaty of ifriendship, collaboration, and
mutual assistance between the U.S.S.R. and
Hungary, February 18, 1948 (violated as a
result of Soviet actions in Hungary in 1956).

Treaty of nonaggression between the
U.8.8.R. and China, August 21, 1937.

Agreement concerning the evacuation of
Soviet forces from Chinese territory after the
capitulation of Japan, July 11, 1945.

‘Treaty of friendship and alllance between
the U.S.5.R. and China, August 14, 1945 (an-
nulled by exchange of mnotes of February
14, 1950, between the U.S.8.E. and the Chi-
nese People’s Republic. Declared null and
void by Government of Republic of China on
February 26, 1953, the General Assembly of
the U.N. accused the U.8.8.R. of violating
this treaty).

Exchange of notes between the U.S.3R.
and China concerning relations ketween the
U.8.8.R. and China, August 14, 1945. Sup-
Pplements the above treaty, some clauses
violated by the U.S.SR.

Exchange of notes between the U.S.8.R.
and China concerning Outer Mongolia, Au-
gust 14, 1945 (calls for a plebiscite).

Additional agreements made about the
same time (about Darlen, Port Arthur, etc.),
violated by the U.S.S.R. in fact or in spirit.

Exchange of telegrams between the
U.S.S.R. and the Chinese People's Republic
concerning establishment of diplomatic re-
lations, October 1, 1943, (On same day,
the TU.8.8.R. informed WNationalist diplo-
matic representatives in Moscow that
U.S.8R. considered him to represent only
the Province of Canton, and would break
off relations. This appears to be how the
U.S.8.R. rid itself of treaty cbligations with
Nationalist China.)

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on
September 17 reference was made to
General Powers’ concern that ICBM nu-
clear weapons systems have not been
fully tested.
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ing into a s
intending o fulfill it. I believe that is
“the spirit of the People of our country.
AY lesist 1t i mine. -
" How are we to attain the peace we all
_want? It certainly cannot be atfained
. by yielding to the inordinate demands of
_“Red Russig about the communization of
_“the world, or by following a colurse in
*. which the military might of Red Russia
redchés a comparative level, so that Rus-
sln can dictate to the peoble of the free
world what should or should not be done,
or by wishful thinking that into the
minds. of Communist leaders has come
a new light, and that now they yearn
for peace and the legitimate coexistence
of people of different political, economic,
and social'leanings. ~  ~ ~
““In’ Septémber 1038, Neville Chamber-
~lain, Prime Minister of Britain, an-
notiyjeed to the world the result of the
agPéement he had made with Hitler and
‘Myssolini.” With joy and pride he pro-
tlaimed, “péace in our time.” ~Neville
- Chamberlain was & sincere, honest, and
well-intentioned “person. He believed
that by the agréement he made with
Hitler and Mussolini, he served not only

the people of Great Britain but also the
people of the world. But peace was not
the lot of the world; instead, there came
but gehocide, tortures, and devastating

*roday we aré faced with a similar situ-

ation. In the maintenance of peace, can
wé take the word of Red Russia? Can
we believe that it will discontinue cre-

- gting tensions arcind the world and will
Yemain c¢ontented with the present dis-
trfbution of the atomic bomb? In my
judement; we cannot. To the extent that
compmutiism has been contained and
pes¢e malntained, it has not been the
reshilt of the will of Red Russia but of the
styength that we have had in the mili-
gy

If ‘our military power were not
groater than that of Red Russia, peace
would fot now prevail throughout the
‘world, even to the limited degree that it
-“'has. 'The Chiefs of Staff have said that
. -if the treaty were signeéd, two things
wolild happen: First, it would stop the
* proliferation of ‘the bomb. Presently,
_two piincipal powers are in the process
- of achieving & bomb strength—France
and Red China. “Neither of those coun-
tries will sign the treaty. oo
‘The peogle of Ohio do not want the
Senate to approve a compact with Red
Russig that would endanger the future
- securlty of the United States; they do
> not want_the hohor of our country to be
- tarnished by agreeing - to unredsonable
gnd unjustifiable exactions demanded by
any other governiient. They want peace
_with honor. ‘ e
© . Thec
treaty is that it will

ber reason urged for signing the
stop™ tensions

“throug ‘the world.  If we ascertain
77 fgets upon which we could conclude that
“tensions would be reduced, we find that
- eyery Red Russia is provoking diffi-

cultiés and tensions. What tensions have
~been, reduced in South Vietnam, South
n British Guiana, and in South

9 What is Red Russia doing in

49— 12

solemnh agreement without being provoked everywhere. Red Rus-

Colombia, in Brazil, in Venezu-
in Guatemala? Tensions sre

sia will abide by its commitments only
so long as it is suitable and advantageous
for it to do so. The moment that suita-
bility and convenience come to an end,
it will do with the treaty what it has
done with 53 out of the last 59 impor-
tant agreements that it has made. Only

a year ago Russia promised to the United '

States inspection in Cuba. That com-
mitment still has not been kept.

We cannot take the word of Red Rus-
sia. The treaty is not conducive to the
maintenance of peace. It is not in the
interest of our country. It will rise to
plague us. The time may come when
we shall have to ask to be excused from
it. When that time comes embarrass-
ment and distress will be much greater
than that which we now would face if
we said to the 91 nations, ineluding
Ghana, Mali, Togo, the Cameroons, Da~-
homey and other nations that we have
never heard of, “We cannot join you
in signing the treaty because it would
result in creating a condition that would
bring Russia to supremacy in power.”
When Russia achieves supremacy in
power, I have grave misgivings as to
what will happen to our country.

Russia destroyed 20 million Russians,
Tito put to death 1 million Yugoslavs.
Everywhere communism, when it gains

- eontrol, shows no mercy. It kills with-

out limitation. That hour may come
in our country if Red Russia ever attains
supremacy. - I shall vofe against the
treaty because I do not believe it is In
the interest of peace and and in the in-
terest of preserving high and secure our
Government. .
When I took my oath of office as a
U.8. Senator I swore to uphold and de-
fend the Constitution of the United
States and to perform my duties to the
best of my ability—that I contemplate
doing and thus passing upon this im-
portant treaty unmindful of my own
political consequences but thoughtful
solely of the future life of my country.
ARE THE TERMS OF THE TREATY, IN VIEW OF
EXISTING CONDITIONS—POLITICAL AND MILI=
TARY, CONDUCIVE TO PEACE AND ALSO THE SE=
CUIEITY OF OUR COUNTRY?

If this question is answered in the af-
firmative, of course, the treaty ought to
be supported—otherwise, not. )

In analyzing the facts I will take up
first the military phases of the problem.
Generally it is admitted that Red Russia
is in possession of a m#h greater rocket
thrust than we are.. In the last few years
it has been putting into orbit payloads
as high as five times greater than that
which the United States was and is able
to project. In addition the statement
msade by General Taylor is directly to
the effect that technologically Red Rus-
sia 1s more advanced than we are in the

‘high-yield range.

We try to find solace in the belief that
the Soviets have no missile at this time
which will deliver a hundred megaton
warhead to a distant point within the
United States. We have no proof that
such a rocket booster is not possessed
by Red Russia. If speculation is to be
done in this fleld, it ought to be done

resolving the doubt ip the direction that

his Xopinion :

will offer the greatest security for our
country and, that is, to assume that it
does have or will have such a delivery
system.

It is also practically conceded that un-
der the terms of the treaty we will be
stopped from developing large megaton
weapons even though future disclosures
indicate an absolute need for them:.

Does anyone believe that if Red Russia
does have the means of using a hundred-
megaton bomb upon us that it will not
do so and thus in one single salvo of
scores of thousands of megatons lay our
cities to rubble, lives to death, and ren-
dering our second strike capability pure-
ly academic.

The Communist regimes to achieve
their end adopt whatever tactics are
needed—fair or foul; human lives are not
spared. We have witnessed that course
in Yugoslavia, Hungary, Red Russia, Red
China, Cuba—20 million of humble Rus-
sians were put to death by Stalin and
Khrushchev to maintain their political
supremacy.

If and when the Communist regime of
Russia believes that it has superiority of
power over us, it will not hesitate to in-
flict the cruelest, the most inconsiderate,
and devastating assault upon our coun-
try that has ever been perpetrated
against any nation in the world.

The item of developing an antiballistic
missile has been much in discussion in
connection with the treaty. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff testifying through Gen.
Maxwell D. Taylor on this subject stated:

In the antiballistic missile fleld develop-
ment of the U.S. system does not depend on
atmospheric testing, and, hence, this treaty
will not significantly influence any imbal-
ance that may exist.

Both sides could achleve an antiballistic
missile but one with less desirable character-
istics than would be the case if the additional
atmospheric tests were conducted.

Under the treaty both sides could make
about the same techuical progress in the
ABM fleld, although the Soviet may possess
somme information not available to the United
States.

Dr. Edward Teller recently in a public
appearance stated:

In 1958, in 1959 I was in favor of an at-<
mospheric ban because at that time I did
not believe in nuclear defense; I thought it
was too difficult. But in 1961 and 1962, the
Russians put up a terrific show of atmos-
pheric explosions, and during 1961 they said
they had the nuclear defense.

This tofether with many discussions on
nuclear defense which followed have con-
vinced me that I must change my mind;
that nuclear defense, though extremely diffi-
cult, might be possible.

Dr. Edward Teller also has stated:

When the offensive power of two belliger-
ents is equal, defense becomes declsive, * * *
The scientists who maintain that this ABM
is an impossible or Gargantuan task are mis-
leading us and selling sclence down the
river,

What -the position of Red Russia is
regarding an antiballistic missile nei-
ther the military agencies nor any other
agency is able to tell. .

One important witness in discussion
the alleged antiballistic-missile systems
encompassing Leningrad stated that in
“It is a bluff.”

&
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Another witness supporting the treaty
said that in his opinion the deployment
of the alleged antimissile system around
Leningrad came about because:

Some of thelr sclentists or engineers sold
them a bill of goods. That happens here,
too, I mean the situations are ‘hot all that
asymmetrical.

The people of our country through
the years have been told about the work
that is being done in developing an anti-
ballistic missile system in the United
States, Our development of the system
has not reached the point where it war-
rants deployment of the actual weapons.
That has been specifically stated by offi-

- cials of the Government.

Red Russia on the other hand claims
that it has developed the system and is
now deploying it. :

Suddenly what was once considered to
be the most important service to be ren-
dered in the United States to our civilian
population and our military personnel
has become an insoluble objective. Man-
ifestly, if Red Russia has an ABM sys-
tem and we do not have it, a wide dis-
parity in strength does exist to our
disadvantage. )

Red Russia believes in huge megaton
weapons. Secretary McNamara and
others believe that we can achieve great
success by using two or three smaller
weapons instead of one very large one.
With regard to this issue it must be re-
membered that many factors enter into
this equation—that is, the ability of our
bases to withstand damage done by a
hundred-megaton bomb and also the ef-
fects such a blast would have upon our
weapons system and the blackout that it
might impose upon our communications
devices.

It is & fact that we have never tested
the impact that a nuclear superweapon
of the yield of a hundreds megatons
would have upon our operational sites.

If the large rocket boosters are not of
special value, why are we striving so
vigorously to develop them ?

The question is also pertinent con-
cerning the efforts that will be made by
our Government to develop a 50- or 60-
megaton warhead through the knowledge
obtained in underground tests,

It is my hope that the course we are
following is the right one. But, if we
are wrong, I doubt very much whether
we will be able to extricate ourselves as
we did in the last war from mistakes that
were made. It well may be that the pos-
session of this super hundred megaton
weapon with the necessary rocket boost-
ers constitutes a commanding advantage
for the Soviets.

For years our leaders discounted Rus-
sia’s ability to cope with modern tech-
nology. They told us that: -

It would take scores of years for Rus-
sia to develop the atomic bomb. Russia
developed it in 4 years. :

The Soviet technology was too back-
ward to produce a hydrogen bomb. Rus-
sia dropped an operational nuclear bomb
from an airplane 5 months ahead of us.

Russia would never be able to cope
‘with the production of jet aircraft. She
has hundreds of supersonic jet bombers,

Russia would never develop ICBM’s.
Russla designed and launched one a year
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ahead of us and put it promptly into

procluction. N -

Russia would never be sble to put a
manmade satellite into space ahead of
us. The Russian sputnik was the first
to orbit the earth. ‘

We would be the first to hit the moon.
Russia hit the moon ahead of us, and
has taken photographs of its unseen
other side—an accomplishment we have
yet to duplicate. . ]

We would be ahead of the U.S.S.R.
In putting man into gpace. They were
the first to accomplish this feat.

It would take years for the U.S.S.R.
to cdevelop atomic submarines. These
submersibles are rolling off Russian ship-
yards probably as fast gs ours. .

All of these claims were subsegquently
proved to be untrue.

WHAT WILL BE THE UIgTIMATE COMPARABLE
POSITION BETWEEN TH§ STRENGTH CF RED
RUSSIA AND THE UNITED STATES HAVING IN
MIND THAT IN THE FIEf.D OF LARGE NTUCLEAR

. WEAPONS WHERE RUSSIA HAS THE UNDISPUTED
LEAD, BOTH RED RUSSIA AND WE WILL BE
PROHIBITED FROM TESTING?

In the low-yield weapons where we
are in the lead and Russia is trailing,
testing underground will be permitted
to both Red Russia and the United
States. .

Obwiously, our ability to either cateh or
surpass Red Russia in the development
of large nuclear weapons will come to
an end; while the ability of Red Russia
to catch and possible surpass our coun-
try in the development of low-yield nu-
clear weapons will became a distinct pos-
sibility.

It is possible that here lies the very
reason why Khrushchev has agreed to
this treaty?

Since 1958 while the conferences for
the achievement of a' nuclear test ban
have been in progress, Red Russia has
adamantly been opposed to on-the-site
inspection. and, finally, under compli-
cated conditions agreed to only three on-
the-site inspections of suspected nuclear
test explosions at the most. It never
would budge a single bit from this posi-
tion of a limit of three inspections.

In 1961 and 1962, as we all know, in
violation of the moratorium against
tests, it launched experiments excelling
ours practically beyond belief. In those
tests it acquired information that will aid
1t in solving the problem of blackout of
communication systems, the strength re-
quired to have an adeguately hardened
missile site, the®means that should be
taken to eliminate the damage done to
weapons and weapons mechanisms.

Certain phases of this research, of
course, can be done by underground
tests. The testimony, however, is en-
tirely too weilghty that there are certain
aspects of the problem that can only be
done by atmospheric testing.

Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor further in his
presentation of the position of the Joint

.Chiefs of Staff stated:

It Is important to emphasize that the
superiority under discussion in the preceding
paragraphs refers essentially to technological
superiority. It does not take into account
such superiority as derives from number of
Weapons, varlety of delivery systems, and
the magnitude of the nuélear plaht and the
stockpile. Hence, technglogical superiority
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1s only one aspect of the net superiority
which must take into account all of these
factors. As to net superiorlty and ability
%0 Inflict damage on the enemy, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff consider that the United
States at present is clearly ahead of the
US.S.R. in the ability to wage strategic
nuclear war and Is probably ahead in the
ability to wage tactical nuclear war; whereas
the Soviets have developed a substantial mid-
range ballistic missile capability.

They (the Joint Chiers of Staff) concluded
that the United States would not be abie
to overtake the present advantage which
the U.S.S.R. probably has in the high-yield
weapons field; whereas, the Soviets by un-
derground testing probably could retrieve in
time any lead which we may presently have
in the low-yield tactical field.

In the field where we are ahead,
Russia will catch up;-in the field where
Russia is ahead, we will_remain at our
present fixed disadvantage.

It appears to me that from the stand-
point of our ability to maintain the
security of the country, the provisions of
the treaty are distinctly to our disad-
vantage. Military gains are made avail~
able to the Soviets and denied to the
United States.

If we are mistaken—and we well ean
be—about the advances that Russia has
made in the development of an anti-
ballistic missile system and the knowl-
edge that it acquired in the tests made
in 1961 and 1962, in breach of the 1958
moratorium, of the impact of a hundred-
megaton nuclear explosion on missile
sites, communications systems, and
weaponry, the present signing of the
treaty may place us in a most em-~
barrassing position at a later date in the
event we find it necessary to withdraw.
ARE THE POLITICAL ADVANTACGES THAT WILL BE

GAINED OF A VALUE ADIQUATE O REPAY TER

UNITED STATES FOR THE MILITARY DISADI-

VANTAGES THAT IT WILL SUFFER?

It is claimed by the proponents of the
treaty that there are certain political ad-
vantages which flow from the treaty that
warrant the Senate to approve the agree-
ment. Contention is made that after the
treaty is executed the proliferation of
nuclear weapons will stop and that the
causes of world tension will ke reduced.

Letrus take a look at these contentions.
Red China and France are the only pres-
ent potential developers of the nuclear
bomb; they will not be signatories to this
document. Thus at the very beginning
the argument of the nonproliferation
that will result from the execution of the
treaty is negated.

If the United States attempts to in-
duce Prance to abandon its objective of
possessing a nuclear bomb, the result

‘might very well be the disintegration of

NATO—that we cannot suffer.
REDUCTION OF WORLD TENBIONS

The second argument given in support
of the political advantages is that it will .
result in a “reduction of causes of world
tension.” With this argument I, like-
wise, cannot agree, Russia at this very
time is provoking world tensions wher-
ever the field is fertile and suitable.

Have world tensions been reduced in
the following areas suifering from Com-
munist infiltration, subversion, push-
button precipitation of riots, sabotage,
murder, and other Communist devices:
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Iait], Nicaragua, Guatemala, Venezuela,
Colombia, Brazil, British Guiana, and
other places? e

'. The Communijst Party of Red Russia

. has not changed its long-range strategy.
With  its present problems with Red
‘China—raqoted merely in tactical opera-
7 tlon with Red China and net in the long-
- range objectives of the Communists of
Red Russia and Red China; in its need
of " providing consumers’ goods for the
beople of Russia; and in its constantly

.. disturbing problems among the ex-

ploited people of its satellite nations—a
breathing spell is needed. But eyen with
that need, no tangible action is taken by

Communist Russia to relieve the ten-
slons which the Communists are caus-
ing. " The truth is that if we believe that
the signing of this treaty will cause Red

- Russia to lessen the tensions of war that,
exist in, the world, we are unpardonably
.- mistaken. = Red Russia contemplates no
- such, result from the treaty, The efforts
- to_destroy existing governments in the
~world will go on; communism will seek
to be substituted everywhere for existing
noh-Communist_governments,
CAN WE RELY ON ]
MITMENT IN THE BEVENT WE, SIGN THIS
" 7 ' TREATY? i e
“If 'we are to judge its conduct in the
future by what _its conduct was in the
past, the answer is that the treaty will
“_be breached if and when it suits the con-

‘venience of this Communist signatory.

.During the hearings of the Foreign
- Relations . Comumittee members_on the
treaty, I asked the Secretary of State

. Certain gquestions about the breach of
‘commitments made by Red Russia in the
past, The questjons which I put and the

_'answers which I .received were as fol-
*" Benator LAUSCHE. Mr, Secretary, I will try
to develop thoughts with respect to the life

--.0f the freaty. In the 10 minutes it may be a

“ligtle bit difficult.. I understood you to say

- %hls morning that in discussing article IV of
the agreement. concerning how it might be

terminated that the Russian representatives
took the position that renunciation is a
matter of sovereign right, and therefore re-
guired no delineation in the treaty; 1s that

“correct? | T e :

Secretaly RuUskK. Yes, sir; and that has
been a rather general approach of theirs to

_ -this problem. .

- Benator Lavscar, That is Red Russla takes
the position that when it makes a treaty, in
the absenge of specifying a particular period
of time. that 1t is to endure, it has the in-
herent and. sovereign right to terminate it
whenever 1t pleases? . Sl
. Becretary Rusk. That is a general point of

~vlew, sir. I would not want to say that that
18 flat and comprehensive over every issue; I
would, bave to be advised on that point.

Senator LAUSCHE, If we approve this treaty

I am quite certain that the Copgress as well
8s" the administration would contemplate

- éxecuting 1t in the spirit and in the letter.
May I have your opinion on that subject? -

P ) ry RUusk. I think there is no ques-

_tiop about that, . . - e

Lo Seny AUSCHE. And U that is the fact,
not on.

and t

e péople of the country should weigh
< swhat the probability is of Russian attitude
“Ngone the fulflliment of the promise.

.1 waiit to Teéite here Russia’s conduct of the
p\ast, and I begin on February 2, 1920, when

D RUSSIA TO KEEP ITS COMs=

tor Lauscy
y the Congress but the administration

"With that premise laid,
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it made 'Jsepax'ate peace treaties with Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania, recognizing the inde-
pendence and autonomy of these countries
and renouncing voluntarily and forever all
rights of Russia over these people.

On June 16, 1940, in the face of that
treaty, Soviet troops occupied Estonia, Lat-
via, and Lithuania, N -

I go to Iran. There was a ftripartite alli-
ance on January 29, 1842, to which Red Rus-
sla was a signatory, and it promised to with-

‘draw 1ts forces from Iranian territory.

- In 1945 Red Russia equipped the rebels
with Soviet arms and Red army uniforms.
Iranian forces were neutralized by Red army
troops. .

In January of 1946 Iran appealed to the
United Nations charging the Soviet Union
with violating the agreement and interfer-
Ing with its internal affairs and nothing was
done about it. T ’

I now go.to Yalta. We heard so much
ahout it. In the Yalta Agreement, Red Rus-
sla, the United States, and the United King-
dom agreed to assist liberated people to
form interim government authorities broad-
ly representative of all democratic elements

in the population and pledged to the ear- .

llest establishment through free elections,
and I want to repeat that, free elections, and
the right of self-determination of govern-
ments responsive to the will of the people.
Now, the violations: In Hungary, acting
through the Hungarlan Communist Party
and its own agencies and armed forces In
Hungary, Red Russia suppressed the will of

‘thé Hungarlan people by instelling the

minority Communist dictatorship and denied
Hungary fundamental freedoms. The same
thing was done in Rumania and Bulgaria.

I now go to Poland. In 1932 on July 25
Red Russia signed an agreement that there.
would be no aggression of Red Russia on
Poland and not by Poland on Red Russia.
We all remember this stab in the back on
September 17, 1939, when Poland was fight-
ing Germany on the west and Red Russia
attacked Poland on the east.

I now go to the United States. In 1933
when Red Russia was begging the United
States to establish trade relations with Rus-
sla, just as Kadar is now dolng, and Litvinov
wrote a letter to our Government committing
himself that on Russian soil no agency would
be permitted to exist contemplating intrud-
ing communism upon other nations of the
world.

In violation of that Litvinov letter un-
doubtedly about which you know, the Com-
intern was in existence and they were at-
tempting to communize the world.

No. 10, Finland. There was an agreement,’

that before Russia and Finland were en-
gaged In war that the issue would be sub-
mitted to arbitration, and that in no event
would resort be made to war until 3 months
after the report of the arbitrators. On
November 26, 1939, the Soviet Government
attacked Finland.
" I now come to Hungary of 1956. When
those patriots took control of the govern-
ment and Imre Nagy was in charge, Red
Russia said, “We will remove the Red Rus-
slan troops. Pravda will tell the story.”

The story was carried throughout the
United States, but while we were relying
upon that promise they were bringing in
their tanks and their guns and their mili-
tary men. :

No. 12, German reunification. On July
23, 19566, the Foreign Ministers of the Gov-

.ernments of France, United Kingdom, the

United States, and Red Russla stipulated,
the heads of Government have agreed, that
seftlement of the German question shall be
by meéans of a free election. That was re-
pudiated and broken.

We now come fo China, subject 13. The
alllance between the Republic of China and
the Union of Red Russia agreed to work to-
gether in close and friendly collaboration

b
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after the coming of peace following World
War II, and to act according to the prin-
ciples of mutual respect for their sovereignty. .
That treaty was broken.
Then we come to the very sighificant Pots-

dam agreement on Germany. It was prom-
ised that Germany would not be scalped and

denuded of all its economy. The signatories

to that promise kept it except Red Russla,
and 1t carried out everything it possibly
could causing us to pour huge sums of money
into Germany to reestablish the economy.
There were other commitments made
in the Potsdam agreement that were broken.

I now come to the Kellogg-Briand Treaty,
which is significant. The Xellogg-Briand
Treaty outlawed war as an instrument of
national policy. The Red army Invaded
Manchuria on October 12, 1929, 1 year after
1t promised to outlaw war. Here we are sort
of outlawing the nuclear tests. I wonder
how long we can rely on that. i

Japanese war prisoners. It was agreed by
Red Russia that it would return those pris-
oners. It still has not done it.

Korea, item No. 17. It was agreed on De-
cember 27, 1945, there shall be set up a pro-
visional Korean Democratic Government.
There shall be a joint commission to pro-
vide a four-power trusteeship of Korea for
a perlod up to 6 years. From the very be-
ginning, the Rugsian representative refused
to collaborate and to act in pursuance to
that agreement.

=No. 18, the return of German prisoners of
war from the concentration camps, it still
has not been done. Then we have had the
peace treaties with Hungary again and Ru-
mania and Bulgaria also violated. -

Now, may I ask, Mr, Secretary, which is the
last agreement that Red Russia has violated?
I have in mind the Cuban commitment that
we would have the right to inspect and as-
certain whether the missiles were removed.
Amn I correct in that or not?

Secretary Rusk. That was a basls for the
exchange, basis of the exchange between the
President and Khrushchev during the week
beginning October 22.

Senator LauscHE. That promise was not
kept.

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir. As
you recall, Castro would not accede to that.

Senator LauscHE. Yes. That is, the com-
mitment was made that neutral' nations
would be permitted to go in and see wheth-
er the missiles were removed. That com-
mitment was not executed, is that correct?

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir; but
there were cerfain alternative arrangements
that were made, as you remember.

Senator LauscHE. I have a letter here from
the State Department saying that we are not
bound by the promise not to invade or any
of the other promises that we made because
the commitment of Khrushchev was not
kept to allow us to inspeet.

Now, I ask you, in the face of thils frag-
mentary recitation of breeches of comait-
ments, if we are to judge Red Russia in the
future by what it has done in the past,
what can we expect? R

Secretary RuUsk. Senator, I am quite fa-
miliar with this somber story. I think my-
self that we should consider whether or not
it is the present intention and purpose of
the Soviet Union to comply with this treaty
without necessarily at this stage trylng to

. guarantee to ourselves that this will be their

attitude forever into the future.

I believe that there would be no particular
reason for them to enter into this treaty un-
less they had a present intention of living
up to it, for two reasons. One is that vio-
lations of this treaty are highly subject to
detection, and the cost to the Soviet Union
throughout the world in terms of gquick
signature, and a quick violation would be
very high.

Second, they have pald a significant price

An _thelr ferms for this treaty, because this -

: -
——
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has precipitated in the sharpest possible
form the attack by Pelping on the Soviet
Union based upon this treaty, and this has
created even deeper divisions and more
hostile divisions within the Communist
world than had occurred before, But we
can’t ignore the record that you have ex-
posed here this afternoon.

Therefore, we must ask ourselves whether
the interests of the United States are ade-
guately protected in the event of ‘violation.
I think that answer is “Yes,” but I think
this is an answer that the Senate has to find
out for itself. ;

The CuammaN. The Senator’s time is up.

Senator LavscHE. Just one-half minute.

For 5 years in the Forelgn Relatlons Com-

" mittee, behind closed doors and to questions
put to you since you have become Secretary,
I argued that there never can be a consortium
between the 700 million Chinese and the 240
million Russians. Red China is lgoking for-
lebensraum, and its eyes are directed into
Russia, and that was inevitable in my judg-
ment, as 1t will grow worse as time goes on.

Mr. President, I have tried to bring
myself to the judgment of approving
this test ban treaty. My reasoring, how-
ever, simply prevents me from doing so.
I am convinced that the treaty is not in
the interests of the security of our coun-
try. .It imposes military disadvantages
" upon the United States while it grants
to Russia positions of favor to which it
is not entitled. The freaty will be
adopted. It would have been more com-
fortable for me to have followed the
crowd. To have done so, however, would
have required an abandonment of an
honest judgment and the adoption of a
course which I deeply believe is neither
in the interests of peace nor the security
of the United States. Whatever deter-
rents have come to the efforts of Red
Russia to expand its boundaries have
been the consequence of Russia’s under-
standing that while we wanted peace, we
did have the might and the will to main-
tain the honor and the security of our
Nation. Peace will prevail in the world
so long as the United States retains that
position of strength, but not any longer.

On the basis of the facts as I under-
stand them as herein set forth, I will cast
my vote against this treaty.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
am happy to hear the Senator from
Ohio say that he will vote against the
treaty. I hope that he does not have as
much difficulty in being quoted on that
statement as I have had in being quoted
to the effect that I shall vote against the
treaty.

I read an article in the newspaper to-
day stating that all but five Senators will
be for the treaty. I made a speech of
over and hour in which I said that I
would be against the treaty. First, I
found a piece on the front page of a
newspaper which stated that the distin-
gulshed Chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee had said that I had lied.
Of course, he had not. But the article
indicated we were about to fight a duel
over the treaty.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? _

Mr. ROBERTSON, Then the Associ-
ated Press sent out that story. I do not
know why they did. As soon as I could
get the floor, I denled the statement.

A District of Columbia newépaper pub-
lished the story under the heading of
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“Loud Speakers in the Senate.” At the
conclusion of the article there appeared
the statement that I had denied the
charge, and then there was printed what
actually occurred. All right. Then the
Associated Press—and I know that it is
a fine agency and did not mean to mis-
represent mé—transmitted a story to the
effect that I had said that I was goIng to
violate my conscience by voting for the
treaty. I have received telegrams and
letters which expressed the feeling that
the writers were shocked that a man
would violate his conscience by voting
for the treaty. '

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? i

Mr. ROBERTSON. 1 yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I read the storyin
the Washington Post, to which the Sena-
tor referred, about microphones in the
Benate. This morning I have noted no
need for such microphones. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has seldom been
accused of needing a microphone. The
Senator from Ohio speaks with such elo-
quence and clarity that he does not need
a microphone, :

Mr. LAUSCHE, And brilliance.

{Laughter.]

Mr. HUMPHREY. And brilliance, yes,
and persuasive eloquence.
from Virginia if the Associated Press will
misquote him, will never need a micro-
phone. Nevertheless, I:'wish to come out
for microphones. Once again I shall sup-
port a resolution that ‘would modernize
the Senate Chamber. (I do not believe
we.ought to go too far because we might
upset some of the old traditions. But at
least we can go so far as doing what our
fellow Members of Congress do in the
other body. We might install micro-
phones so that the people in the galleries
and the reporters in their gallery might
be able to hear at leagt the afficial de-
liberations that go on ih the Chamber.

Mr. ROBERTSON. We might at
least go down to a well, as is provided in
the House, and there have a microphone
through which we could address our
colleagues. Then those in the gallery
could also hear. . .

Mr. HUMPHREY. 8uch an arrange-
ment would eliminate any trouble about
where a Senator should stand. The
present rule requires that he stand at his
desk. 1

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Virginia does not suffer from any throat
trouble. He is sure that the representa-
tives of the fine news agency called the
Assoclated Press can hear him when he
reads a copy of a telegram that he sent
yvesterday to the mangging editor.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How will the Senator
vote on the treaty?

Mr. ROBERTSON.  The Senator from
Virginia thought that he had made crys-
tal clear that he would vote against the
treaty. I shall read g telegram which I
sent to the newspaper which published
the statement that I would violate my
conscience by voting for the treaty. I
know that the publisher did not intend
any double entendre or double meaning.
I said that I would violate the dictates

The Senator

September 19

of my conscience if I did not vote against
the treaty.

1t is'all in this telegram,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know the disfin-
guished junior Senator from Virginia is
not really worried about that misquota-
tion, because there is not & living mortal
in Virginia or outside Virginia who would
ever believe that the Senator from Vir-
ginia would vote against his conscience
and what his conscience directs him to
do.. There are times when I wish the
Senator’s conscience would lead to a lit-
tle different point of view, but the Sena-
tor is always true to his conscience, and
the Associated Press was only having a
joke. There is no doubt about that. It
really made a sort of humorous mistake,

Mr. ROBERTSON. Ido notthink the
Associated Press would try to perpetuate
‘s joke on a Member of the Senate.
Bomebody has engaged in some prolif-
eration of words about the treaty. It is
a bit difficult, in writing it all up, to see
exactly how anyone could misconstrue it.
I will tell the Senator what happened.
I will read the telegram.
MANAGING EDITOR,
Los Angeles Herald Examiner,
Los Angeles, Calif.:

On page A-2 of your issue of Monday, Sep-
tember 16, 1963, you carry an Associated
Press story quoting me as saying that I would

< violate the dictates of my conscience to sup-
port the test ban treaty. I sald in my speech
that I will vote against the treaty because
it would violate the dictates of my consci-
ence to support it, in view of information I
have received about the dangérous military
consequences if it 1s ratified. I am receiving
mail from your readers expressing outrage
that I intend to violate my consclence in
order to support the treaty, which is what®
the erroneous sentence says but is the exach
opposite of my stand. Please publish a cor~
rection making it clear that 1 oppose the
treaty, that I am going to vote against it,
and that I said so In my fioor speech Morn-
day, September 16.

Mr.LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is a strange coinci-
dence that in my mail today I received a
letter containing the foliowing:

Drar FrRaNK: The gist of the attached clip-
ping is that somebody put one over on Con-
gress, and as a result, milllons of our tax
dollars are being wasted by the Area Rede-
velopment Administration.

Senator RosERTSON, Democrat, of Virginia,
is mentioned as one who is getting wise.

That is in a letter from a constituent
in Ohio.

For the grief which the Senator has
suffered from the misquotation by the
newspapers, I hope this will be some balm
to him, that the sincerity of his work is
spreading into our State.

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is encour-
aging. I admit that I have gotten more
national publicity from a story that a
man called me a liar than anything I
have done in the Senate in 17 years.
That is the ways these news items are
built up.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President,
Adm. Chester Ward, U.S. Navy, re-
tired, former Judge Advocate General
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of theUS Néwyﬂ, has plepare ' | a very f

mtews ng article for next week’s issue
of eri ban Security Council’s
"‘Washmgton Report.” It IS entitled
.“Beyond the Ban: the ‘Destruction
Gap.”” So.that the Members of the
Senate niight have an opporfunity to
read. th is mater fial prior to the final
- yote ne t. wel ask unanimous c_onsent
< 'that A mlral Wards outstanding article
be prlnted in the body of the Recorp -at
the conclusion of these remarks. ,

Mr, President, I also ask unanimous
consent that at the conclusion of these
réemsarks an article written by fhe dis-
tmguished military correspondent of
“-the. Baltlmore Sun, Mr. Mark 8. Wat-’
~son, entitled «Side Effect of A-Blast
Woxr 5. Foes of Ban,” be placed in the
_body of the ReCorp. This article ap-
. peared in the Sun on September 14,
: 1963

bemg to objection, the ar tlcles

ORT, 48 ol
"[From Washmgton Report Amerlcan Secu-
ity Council]

. BEYOND TI—IE Ban: TaE “DESTRUCTION GiAP"—-
JoIN'r CHIEFS orls'mn" WarN TREATY GUAR-

, y JOVIET SUPERIORITY

_'In the hew el opened by the Treaty of

Moscow and envisioned by Presiderit Ken-

nedy in his addréss o the UN. Giéheral As-'

- sembly—the Unitéd Nations, regardless of
how mtich 1t may be strengthened as an in-
. struiment for malfitalning world peace, will
-fiot have the power to TFestraln the Soviet
Gommgnists from world conquest Nor will

- the United States.

. *Momentous testimony by the Jolnt Chiefs
~of’ S’Gaﬁ revea,ls (1) that the Sovigls havé
8 3-way lead in the only type of weaponhi'y
'sumciently powerfiil to control the world;
(2) that U'S. adherence to the Moscow Treaty
will guarantee cohtinuance of the Soviet
lead; and {8) that Soviet superiority In stra-
“teglc hiph-yield weaponry is of a type which
rénders Jrrelgvant or impossible of execution,
the so- -called un%uallﬁed and unégulvocsl
dggurances against the treaty’s opera.ting to
1mper11 American security
Tt revéals also that Secretary of Defense
McNamara’s clalms of ‘vast’ S “nuclear
superiority” will soon depend upon ‘our strik-
ing first (which we "will never do), with
) manneq bombers T(whlch we will nio longer
have). His claims of “missile supeériority”
are based on num'bers alone, and ignoa'e the
fact that govlet weapons exceed ours in ex-
. plosive power by from 30 to 100 times. His

- clajms of “technological superiority” sound
8y 1f they covered the eftire spectrum of
wéaponty, but actually refer primarily to

.what Joint Chiefs of Staff call very-low-yleld
tactical weapons, vf'*hich run to less than one-
thousandth of the power of the Fange in’
which ‘the Sovle’c “hold guaranteed suprem-
acy.

-ahd theé lives of your children—on’the ac-

curacy of the administration’s assurance that’

the Treaty of Moscow will not imperil the
- security of the Natlon?

U, would be dead noW—if your life had
g stak d on thg accuracy of the adminis-

tantial danger of Soviet offensive
weapons in Cuba.
! i e dead now if your life had

1€, aceuracy of the adminis-

’qra&n
e first test ban did not

) 'I'hé? ¥eptem er"Tgfil strateglc miscalculd-
tion of ris cost us—as hasg Just been officially;
- ponoeded for the §

in ’che on nucl ¥ Weapons powerfuI enough

red to be prinfed in the Rrc-

. Would Jou be willing to stake your life—

surance last September, that there
. megatons—techrnology, =

up until September 1961,

rst time—-our Superiority

to control the wor ose with the explo-
sive ‘power of tens of millions of tons of
TNT.

‘The September 1962, strategic miscalcula-
tion of risk needlessly and uselessly exposed
scores of millions of Americans to nuclear

incineration; and we were saved from the

threat of a nuclear surprise attack only by
‘the grace of God arid an aerial photograph.

The September 1863, strategic calculation
of risk has been made. President Kennedy
has assured the Senate, by letter of Septem-
ber 11, 1963, that the Treaty of Moscow Is
“safe and necessary.” It was only last Sep-
tember, however, that he assured the public
that the *“increasing numbers’ of Soviet
shipments of arms to Cuba were “under our
most careful gurveillahce,” and that “I will
repeat * * * that these shipments do not
constitute a serious threat to any other part
of this hemisphere.” Then, in less than a
month came the U-2 aerial photographs,
Later, he was wrong also about the Soviets
keeping their promise of on-site inspections.

This Septerber, your life has beén staked
on the administration’s assurance that the
risks involved in this third deal, with the
Soviets are small, and that our national se-
curity can be fully maintained in the new
era opened by the Treaty of Moscow. The
survival of the United States is also af stake.

If the administration 1s wrong again in its
calculation of .rlsks, you may lose your life
in a nuclear Peafl Harbor—or lose your way
of life as a result of Soviét ultimatui de-
manding surrender.

" There is hard evidence that the admin-
istration is wrong again. It can not be pho-
tographic evidence, of course—but like the
U-2 photograph that saved us last time, it
is evidence moré factual than oplnionative
in nature. Also, like the aerial photograph,
its warning can be understood only through
subjecting the facts revealed, to an analysls
to develop their strategic meaning.

The import of the warning is so momen-
tous as to overshadow the conclusion of the
Senate Preparedness Investigating Subcom-
mittee Report, issued on September 10, that
the Treaty of Moscaw will result in “serious,
perhaps even formidable, military and tech-
nical disadvantages to the United States.”

The source of the warning is a comprehen-
sive “JCS Position Paper.” It was prepared
with reference to *this particular treaty at
this particular point in time.” The Joint
Chiefs of Staff adopted it only after exten-
sive deliberations and consultations with the
Department of State, the Atomic Energy
Commission, the Central Intelligence Agen-
.cy, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and
others “with particulat’ competence and re-
sponsibilities In the fleld.” It wds sub-
mitted to the Senate committees by the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, testl-
fying under oath. None of its statements
therefore, can be discounted.

Here are the key assertions of the JCS
Jposition papet. They are phrased in the
most unsensational of technical language.

"They offer, however, a still timely warning

of the most horrendous danger ever to
threaten the national existence of the United
States. ’ o

1. The Soviet Communist objective: “Mili~
tant communism remains dedicated to ‘the
destruction of our soclety.”

2. Soviet capability of cariying out our
destruction: “The USSR is ahead of the
United States in "thé high-yleld—tens of
in"" weapons-effect
knowledge derived from high-yield explo-
sives, and in the yield/weight ratios of high~
yleld devices.”

nence of Soviet superiority in weapons of
tens of millions of tons éxplosive power:
“If T+ # ¥ hoth “sides falthiully observe its

provisions * "** the "United States would

not beé able to ovértake the preserit advan-

tage which the ‘U.S.S.R.“probably has in the

3. Treaty of Moscow guarantees perma-

16643

gh-yield weapons field, whereas the Soviets,
by underground testing, could probably re-
trieve in time any lead which we may pres-
ently have in the low-yleld tactical field.”

The military Chiefs were not, of course,
free to explain the meaning of these stark
and somber facts. An objective strategic
analysis, howéver, on the basis of those facts
will assign to. the Treaty of Moscow a signi-
ficance unprecendented in all history: The
most powerful nation in the world, with a
present vast superlority of strategic military
power in-being is: (1) abdicating its position
of world supremacy, and (2) is guaranteeing °
to its enemy the capability—without chal-
lenge and without time limit-—of develop-
ing overwhelniing strategic supremacy suffi~
cient to destroy the formerly most powerful
nation, without risking devastating retalia-
tion.

How can the Moscow Trealy operate to
guarantee the Soviets the capability of de-
veloping overwhelming strategic nuclear
power, if the United States holds such a vast
suprémacy in such power now?’

The Joint Chiefs’ position paper supplies
the facts which provide the answer to that
pivotal question. The same JCS facts pro-
vide the answer also to the equally signi-
ficant question: How can Secretary of De-
fense McNamara’s claims of U.S. “missile
superlorlty” and “nuclear superlority”—
under cover of which he is scrapping all U.S,
marnned bombers—be at least partially or
even technically true, and still be grossly
deceptive to Senators and citizens?

Here 1s how 1t works. The JSC, referring
to the Soviet superiorities in “high yield de-
vices”—meaning both bombs and missiles—
and to the “probable” U.S. superiority in the
fleld of very-low-yleld tactical weapons, ex-
plain:

“It is important to emphasize that the
superiority wunder discussion * * * refers
essentially to technological superiority. It
does not take into account such superiority
a8 derives from numbers of weapons, variety
of delivery systems, and magnitude of nu-
clear plant and stockpile, Hence techno-
logical supertority is only one aspect of the
net superiority which must take into ac-
count all these factors,

“As to net superiority in ability to inflict-
damage on the enemy, the JCS consider that
the United States is clearly ahead of the
U.S.8.R. In the abllity to wage strategic
nuclear war, and is probably ahead in the
ability to wage tactical nuclear war, whereas
the Soviets have developed substantial mid-
range ballistic missile capability.”

This necessarily sounds—superficlally—as
if it is backing up the McNamara claims. It
had to sound that way, or JCS could not
have said it. Actually, strategic analysis is
necessary to reveal what it really means,

More than 80 percent of our present nu-
clear striking power—ithat is, “ability to in-
flict damage on the enemy” has to be de-
livered by manned bombers. These bombers
are capable of carrying about 30,000 milllon
tons of explosive power. McNamara’s “more
than 500 missiles” can deliver a total of
about one-thirtieth of the bomber load.
Thus our net supetriority, which is our pres-
ent “nuclear superiority” depends on the
SAC bomber force being in existence and
belng operational.

A Sovlet surprise missile strike with less
than 15 minutes warning—such as from
Cuba or by missile submarine—could destroy
about 90 percent of our bombers in their
soft bases. Thus our superiority (and the
overkill which even Mr. Kennedy has re-
ferred to) depends upon the United States
striking first.

'VPfesid'ent‘ ‘Kennedy has officially declared
that we will not strike first. Hence the state-
ments of otr “net” superiority based on our
striking first, are deceptive. So also are such
statements as “We have enough nuclear
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power to kill 300 milion people In 60 min-
utes. How many weapons do we need?”

Bven without a Soviet no-warning sur«
prise attack, however, our net supériority
and our lead in “abillty to inflict damage
on the enemy,” will soon vanish. McNamara
iz far advanced in his program of scrapping
U.8. bombers, and has killed all programs for
their replacement by advanced type bombers,
As soon as his scrapping program is com-
plete, we will have abandoned more than
90 percent of our total nuclear striking power,
and all of our masslve nuclear striking
power. His program contemplates cutting
down our capability from between 30,000 and
40,000 milllon tons of explosive power based
overwhelmingly on bombers, to 2,000 million
tons depending almost exclusively on mis-
siles. U.S, Navy aircraft carriers have a sub-
stantial delivery capabllity, but McNamara's
programs contemplate cutting them also, and
reducing the number of strike aircraft the
remaining ships may carry. i

As soon as the U.S. SAC bombers are taken
out of operational status, missile superiority
will control the world.

When missile superiority controls the
world, The Soviets have both technoglogical
and gperational superiority in missiles now,
and the Treaty of Moscow Will gusrantee the
continuance of their superlority in the fu-
ture. This i1s the meaning of the JCS state-
ment. “The U.8.S.R. is ahead of the United
States In the high-yield—tens of megatons—
technology * * * and in the yleld/weight
ratios of high/yleld devices., * * * If the
treaty goes into effect * * * the United
States would not be able to overtake the
present advantage which the U.S.S.R. prob-
-ably has In the high-yleld weapons fleld.”

This concedes to the Soviets an existing
and guaranteed for the future capability of
opening a massive “missile-explosive power
gap.” This gap already amounts to thou-
sands of millions of tons of TNT explosive
power. The Soviets have the capability of
opening the gap by orders of magnitude each
yeer, if the United States remains bound
to McNamara's low-powered missile program
and the Moscow Treaty. As soon as the U.S.
bombers vanish, the “missile gap” will be-
come & “destruction gap” because it will
give them the greater power to inflict dam-
age on the enemy. When the “destruction
gap' becomes massive enough, it will amount
to a “"deterrent gap” because our retaliatory
strike capablility will no longer be relatively
powerful enough to deter the Soviets from
& surprise attack or delivering an ultimatum,

The nevgbmissue gap will result not from
numbers, but from warhead power. War-

~head power 'In turn depends upon yleld/
welght ratio and the warhead weight which
the missile can deliver, which depends on
the rocket thrust power. The Soviets are
substantially ahead in both factors. De-
structive effect of missiles (on a target which
will not be “overkilled” by one hit) goes
a8 twdé-thirds of the power of the warhead.
That s, increaslng the explosive power of
the warhead by a factor of 3 Is the same as
doubling the number of weapons. The
CEP factor of accuracy of guidance is also
crucial. An improvement of 20 percent is
considered as equivalent to doubling the
vield of the warhead, but only for the pur-
pose of destroying hardened military targets
the location of which we know exactly.
Both Soviet and United States accuracy is so
good now, there is little room left for im-
provement. Both are known to be accu-
rate within a half a mile—and it is not con-
sidered too much of an exaggeration to say
that “We can hit an atrfleld—but the Soviets
can hit a football fleld.”

These statistics may seem boring now, but
the survival of the United States and the
lives of scores of millions of Americans de-
pend upoh an understanding of them.

Without them, it is impossible to under-
stand how much—or how little it means, for
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McNamara to claim: “Th ,1 U.8. force contains
more than 500 missiles * * * and is planned
to increase to 1,700 by 1966. * * * The
Soviets are estimated today to have only a
fraction as many ICBM missiles, * * * Be-
tween now and 1966, it 1s estimated that our
ballistic missile numerical superiority will
increase both absolutely and relatively.”

The Soviet “fraction” of 500 could, of
course be 400 or more—but it would be ridi-
culous to credit them with less than 120
ICBM's. Even Newsweek does (August 5,
1963), and the news “lesked” to it is gen-
‘erally close to U.8. estimates. The Soviets
claim ahout 1,000. |

Our missiles now probably aveérage 3 mega-
tons of explosive power; theirs, 30 mega-
tons. Our number 500 times 3 megatons—
1,500 megatons. Taking a low number for
them, 120 times 30 megatons-==3,600 mega-
tons. This would give them a net missile
explosive power gap of already 2,100 mega-
tons, that is, 2,100 mlillion tons of TNT
equivalent. This gap will widen with ex-
treme rapidity in the near future as the
United States phases out its liquid-fueled
Atlas and Titan I missiles which carry b
or 10 megatons, and concentrates produc-
tion on the Il-megaton Minuteman and
Polaris. ,

McNamara plans a tptal missile force
by 1966 of 960 Minuteman, 656 Polaris, and
54 Titan II. The explosive® power in the
total of their warheads would probably equal
about 3,496 megatons. If the Soviets should
build one-fourth as many, the explosive
power of their warheads would equal 14,525
megatons. The explosive power gap in their
favor would amount to gome 11,029 mega-
tons. The “destruction gap” would amount
to 7,352 megatons. We would thus need
more than 7,000 more Minuteman missiles
$o fill the gap.

We aren’t going to get' them——not in Mc-
Namara’s programs. Yet investing in 8,000
missiles would not be too high a price to
pay for the survival of the United States.
The realistic answer, however, is not such
large numbers of missiles, but an increase in
their explosive power.! Leading nuclear
strategists have recommended an increase
by a factor of 5 or 10. To attaln this, as veri-
fled by the JOS paper, we need atmospheric
testing. Under the Moscow Treaty, we have
signed away our right to. take this measure
required for ocur national self-preservation.

Thus, just as the Cuban deal gave a
¥.8. guarantee agalnst invasion, to assure
Boviet Communist control of Cuba, the Mos-
cow deal gives a U.S. guarantee of continuing
Boviet nuclear power to control the world.

The controlling strategic factor in the
world balance of power during the new era
opened by the Moscow Treaty, will be the
massive missile gap. Life will be different,
for you and your famlly, and for all Ameri-
cans. As then-Senator John F. Kennedy
prophetically asserted in 1958, America
would soon become the *“underdog”—as the
result of the “gap” or “missile-lag” period.
This he defined as a perlod “in which our
own offensive and defensive missile capabili-
tlea will lag so far behind those of the
Soviets as to place us In & position of great
peril.” ;

The JCS position paper establishes the fact
that the Soviets have mow, and that the
treaty guarantees them for the future, the
capability of ereating exac¢tly such a gap.

Ironically, the missile gap which John F.
EKennedy attributed to the Eisenhower ad-
ministration was Imaginary—whereas the
gap created by Kennedy administration poli-
cles is s0 real 1t will shape the future of the
world. And it has been made permanent
by treaty. :

What will be the strategic results? The
Kennedy predictions, whi¢h were completely
wrong for the indicated period of 1960-63,
are completely right for the period 1964 to
the end of the McNamara defense policies

|

-defenses; can take care of the rest.
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and the termination of the Mocscow Treaty.
They are even much more accurate, because
in the new area there will be no U.S. SAC
manned-bombers to more than fill the de-
struction gap. Here are some extracts from
one of his series of articles entitled ‘“Years
of the Gap,” published nationally by the
Hearst Headline Sérvice, and carried In the
Los Angeles Examiner of August 24, 1953.
Using the same substance, he made the mis-
sile gap a major issue in the 1960 presidential
campaign.

1. The “coming years of the gap will pre-
sent us with a peril more deacly than any
wartime danger we have ever known.”

2, “As the missile striking power of the
Soviet Union increases, and our own retali-
atory power lags * * * the deterrent ratio
might well shift to the Soviets so heavily
during the years of the gap as to open to
them a new shortcut to world domina-
tion * * *. A direct Soviet attack may be
our greatest danger throughout the years
of the gap.”

3. “We are about to lose the power foun-

dation that has long stood behind our basic
military and diplomatic strategy. We have
possessed a capaclity for retaliation so great
as to deter any potentlal aggressor from
launching a direct attack on us. This prem-~
mise will soon no longer be correct.”
. 4. “The Soviet * * * migsile power will be
a shield from which they will slowly but
surely advance * * * through the vicious
blackmalling of our allies.” The key areas
vital to our security will gradually under-
go Soviet infiltration and domination. Each
such Sovlet move will weaken the West-—but
none will seem significant snough ¥y itself
to justify our initiating the nuclear war that
might destroy us.”

The developments pictured by Kennedy,
Including the direct Soviet attack on us, will
not walt until McNamara has scrapped the
last U.S. bomber. Khrushchev’s huge in-
vestment in his present antiaircraft missile
program proves he does not intend to wait
that long. Effective detferrence depends on
our having enough bombers to saturate his
alr defenses, This we will lose as soon as
McNamara scraps encugh of them, so that
the Soviet surprise micsile salvo, plus air
Our 1-
megaton misslle retellatory capability,
blunted by his growing and treaty-guaran-
teed high-yleld missile superiority, is not
sufficient to deter him.

What can be done? The most urgent step
is to scrap McNamara’s policles of no bomb-
ers and small missiles, before they scrap us.

Until we attain missile superlority in
destructive power as well a8 numbers, we
need more bombers. We can get them by
resurning production of B-52's until we can.
rush mass production of RS-70’s. We must
increase our airborne alert, and arm our
bombers with 60-megaton bomhbs. We must
mount Polaris missiles on surface ships.

For the future, we must develop a rea-
sonably invulnerable missile force capable of
dellvering 20 kllomegatons of big-warhead
retaliation. Its command, control, and com-
munications systems must be proof against
knockout by Soviet superweapons. ‘This
force, not the United Nations, is the only
power which can secure both world peace
and the survival of the United States.

To build this U.S. force for peace and sur~
vival, we have tremendous sssets. Our pro-
gram for 54 powerful Titan II missiles can
be trebled. Our huge new peaceful space
program rockets can be converted to the
more reallstic peaceful purpose of effectively
deterring war. We can develop more power-
ful warheads for cur missiles.

For In missiles~—as in planning effective
strategy for national defense—it's what's
up front that counts.

Rear Adm. CHESTER WARD,
U.S. Navy, Retired,
Associate Editor,
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WASHINGTON Sep ember 13, —Despite the
public spanking administered to "the Alr
" Force As {atlon by Eugene M. Zuckert, Sec-
- retary of Air Force, for its bold oppositmn
1o the nuole T test ban treaty, numerous nu-

5t8 of the Air Force contifiue in
opposition.

“Their concem about)cessation of tests, it
Now appedirs, stems Rrincipany from the mys-
tery surrounding a phenomenon of which
the public now knows little but of which it
is certain to hear mgre and more as research

] 1

pted a.bbreviation or “elec-

netic pulse ” one of the byproducts of
niclear’ ékplosion,  Yts power is unmistak-
- ably such as to affect electronic equipment 61

dvery sort, including instruiieits for fre and

of our own hallistic missiles, that is,
valuie of the ICBM itself,
Ules our chief’

EMPS § y far does it reach,
Even the term. is dealt with cautiously, and
fts use has repeatedly been censored out of
ofﬁcia.l statements, Including expert testi-
mony before congressional com.mittees, even
_though o \any other occaslons ranking
Dmcials . spoken or writtén of their con-
e Ve s scIences uncertalnty “about
gnetic qpulse )
E;Nso;mp By pgwrm
un, amentally their chief concern is that
?usslan Inllitary sctence, benefiting from
he 1961 nuglear. testiwmay know much more
‘thah we do abo .
zadio, radar,ﬁ an

at concern Helps ex :
galfrt of l\}, ¥ Alr l‘i?orce to block off Américan

tests, almed ot catchlng up with Russia.
uite certainly this is one of the subjects
¢xig nally “touched on by Geh. Thomas S.

P and its effect

v Power, Chief of the Btrategic Air Command,

i1 hls censored speech of yesterday be-
fore the ‘ﬁr Forceq.gs%oégatlon - After cénsor-
1ng was completed his speech still said:
“There arg uncertalnties concerning effects
-gf high-yield nuclear weapons on our missile
: S which will haye, to ride out the initial

wg
OBM, Senf against one of our ICBM missile-

site_com: %)‘IeX'es, even_ if unable to_incapaci-
ta’og any large number of the widely dispersed
CBM's blast effect, could incapacitate
themselyes by EMP whose effect
; jch, tu?her. ~and |
deeper below ground, than the blas

Vlewed
vide 5ECon. though ‘
policy, That policy,

bout the U8, present
fre-

“enemy’s first strike in’ ‘the
viying U.8. resources could
3l attack"hm Power§

g ‘the énemy, sufficient, as as-
serted by Robert 8. McNamara, Defense Sec-

retary, to wipe out the enemys

-l

) 22 reatyﬂ
he.. Senate vote, it ap-

“pears) is over
only ‘the “blast pow which™ can ‘be pretty

d,. but flie Emp power, which
\putable at all and will

‘xpert has surmised
slon could have effect
] withm 2 radius of

“100" miles.

ha’% in theory, a Russian

%ceivably‘
itg WOr a,spects this could pro-

‘this past yeaF, contemplates

oo
ability to “ride out” not.

"It {5 unde
radlation from one of Russia's high-yield
~1962 tests did in fact black out a U.S. satel-
‘lite much farther off.

“+Also it has been reported that a mere 20-
‘Kiloton test on the Nevada nuclear test site
- ‘nffected power lines circuit breakers 100

miles away. It was this latter disclosure

.which lately spurred new U.S. Army Signal

Corps efforts to develop electronic equip-
ment less sensitive to radlation.

.. Emp works both ways. If its powers are
. such as to enable Russian ICBM's (in theory)

40 inactivate ours, it is certain that Ameri-

can ICBM's might do the same thing to
Russia’s—but only 1f they are. used first,
which 1s contrary to U.S. policy, and only
if their powers are tested and proven, which
is not in sight. -

. Whether military disadvantages outweigh
political advantages, as contended success-
fully, it 1s not for the mifitaly to say,
It is manifest That there is Ilittle public
knowledge of what the military disadvan-
“tages really are.

VETERANS DF' FOREIGN WARS RESOLUTION
OPPOSING NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
-Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
‘Btates, at its 64th National Convention,
_paveits attention to the nuclear fest ban
treaty now under deb
_ganization includes within its member-
ship many of the foremost thinkers and

-leaders of our times who are thorough

and painstaking and are prompted by
the highest consideration of security for
our Nation 'apd the free world.

. I opposition to the ap=
"proval of the nuclear test ban treaty, to
give the Congress and the people of the

of the VAW

Nation the benefits of the logic and rea-

sons set forth in the resolution, I ask
unanimous consent that it be included
in full in the body of the REcCORrD.

" There being no objection, the resolu-~
tion ‘was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

. RESOLUTION 258, OPPOSING PROPOSED LIMITED

ATtoMIC TEST BAN TREATY

Whereas the Soviet Union has broken over
1,000 treaties and agreements since 1917 as
attested to by Senate Internal Security Docu-
ment No. 125; and

Whéreas the 80vlet “Unlon has “sighed

treaties of nonaggression with neighboring
states and then absorbed the states and has
slgned promises to refrain from revolutionary
activities inside these countries with which
it sought friendship and then cynically broke
these promises and

Whereas since tha.t time we have “seen
nothing but a ,‘continuance of treaties broken
by the Soviet Union, including the Soviet
violations of the ‘nuyclear test ban morato-
rium; and

Whereas the proposed Tlimited atomic test
ban treaty, as other Soviet agreements, could

- be. borken—this time with the nuclear

vaporization of humanity: Now, therefore
be it
- Resolved, by the 64th National Convention

of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the

United States, That we recommend that the
LS. _Senate, in light of the previous treaty

violations of the Sovlet Union, do not ap-

prove the proposed limited atomic test ban

treaty.

LET TS STOP THE POISONOUS RADIOCACTIVE
FALLOUT .

Mr. GRUENING, Mr, President, I
“wish to make a few ‘brief remarks on the
limited test ban tzeaty now before the
&enate.

“But

This fine or-

Kimost 2 months ago—on May 2’7
1963—I joined 32 of my colleagues in
cosponsoring a resolution offered by the
able and distinguished senior Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Dobpp] to achieve
precisely the result sought by the treaty
now presented to the Senate. ' The op-
erative portions of that resolution pro-
vided as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the United States should again offer
the Soviet Union an immediate agreement
banning all tests that contaminate the at-
mosphere or the oceans, bearing in mind
that such tests can already by monitored by
the United States without onsite inspections
on Soviet territory, ’

. That if the Soviet Union rejects this of-
fer, as it has in the past, on the grounds

.that it wants a ban on all tests or nothing at
- all, we should not bow to this rejection but

should, on the contrary, reiterate our offer
and pursue it with vigor, seeking the widest
possible international support for our posi-
tion;

That if the Soviet Umon refuses to accede
to such a ﬁrst-step agreement, we commit
ourselves before the world to conduct no nu-
clear tests in the atmosphere or under water
so long as the Soviet Union abstains from
them; and .

That, in_committing ourselves to such a
moratorlum elther unilaterally or by agree-
ment, we keep the Soviet record of deceit and
bad faith in mind, and maintain our testing
facilities in a state of constant readiness so
that the United States will never be caught
unprepared should the Soviet Union sud-

denly resume nuclear testing in the atmos-
‘resolution 258

phere or Un

I have llstened to and read carefully
the arguments advanced against the

- Senate’s giving its unreserved advice and

consent to this treaty. While I appre-~
ciate the ability and sincerity of those
who are advancing these arguments
against unconditional ratification of the
test ban freaty, I cannot agree with their
arguments, )

True, we cannot frust the Soviet
Union—that we have been taught
through bitter experience.

True, the masters of the Kremlin have
a long record of breaking treaties.

True, Khrushchev announced their
purpose to “bury the United States.”

True, they have invaded Alaskan wa-
ters, torn up the crab traps of Alaskan
fishermen and taken fish in our waters
forbidden them by international law.

True, they have been guilty of a vari-
ety of unjustifiable acts. They have
never hesitated to .practice deception,
nor is there any evidence of any change
of heart of purpose.
. Even thoygh we recognize these truths
while not condoning them, even though
we fully appreciate the perfidiousness of
the men in the Kremlin and the need to
be constantly on our guard against
treachery, nevertheless we can, on the
basis of all the testimony, safely enter
into this treaty because the advantages
to our own Nation in taking such a step
far outweigh any possible disadvantages.

Those of us who sponsored Senate
Resolution 148 last May were fully aware
of these realities., Nevertheless we spon-
sored the resolution because we firmly

_believed that whatever risks remained

could be safely averted by maintaining a

constant state_of reediness fo. resume.
ident hgs prom-

esting—which




Y
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ised to do—and that it was essential for
something to be done—and done
promptly—to avoid further contamina-
tion of the atmosphere,

The proximity of the State of Alaska
to the Soviet Union has made Alaskans

particularly exposed to the dangers of
radioactive fallout, My able colleague,
Senator Bor BARTLETT, has repeatedly
stressed the poison from radioactive fall-
out that has stricken our Alaskan Eski-
mos. It has poisoned the lichens on the
arctic tundra. The lichen ig a rootless
plant which absorbs its nourishment
from the atmosphere, and it has ab-
sorbed the radioactive fallout generated
by the tests in Siberia and carried east-
ward by the winds. It is on the lichens
and moss that the vast herds of caribou
in northern Alaska feed. They have
taken the radioactive fallout into their
bodies. Caribou meat is one of the prin-
cipal foods on which the inland Eskimo
depend. They in turn have heen poi-
oned.

On September 12, in a major speech on
the floor of the Senate, my colleague
{Mr. BarTrLETT] went into the whole
subject exhaustively, ranging far beyond
the effects in Alaska and citing in detail
the findings of a number of distin-
guishied scientists—Canadians, Amer-
icans and others—who have “testified in
their scientific publications to the in-
creased incidences of congential de-
formities, lukemia, and cancer, clearly
attributable to the nuclear testing in the
atmosphere and in the space above the
earth’s atmosphere. My colleague has
rendered a great service.

I consider Senator BarTLETT’S schol-
arly research made available to the Sen-
ate and the public—perhaps for the
first time—to present an unanswerable
factual presentation of the necessity of
stopping all nuclear testing in the’ air
and sea.

The test ban treaty before us is the
first- imperative step. Can we decently
fail to take that first step? Can we, by
absterition or opposition, sanction the
daily malformation, agony and lingering
death of some of this generation and of
countless humbers of succeeding genera-
tiens? Hardly.

Mr. President, despite the arguments
s0 eloquently advanced by the able and
distinguished chairmen of the Senate
Armed Services Committee and the Pre-
paredness Subcommittee, whose views I
deeply_respect, I am convinced we can
enter into this treaty for a limited ban
oh atmosphere or ocean contaminating
tests without endangering. the security of
the free world.

We can do so safely by remaining alert
and ready at all times to resume testing
if this agreement is breached, though I
hope and pray that this need will not
arise. I am convinced that we can over-
come by preparedness any sudden re-
sumption of testing on the part of the

-Soviet Union. That being so, then the

advantages to the United States—and
to all the peoples of the world—of a
cessation of the constant pollution of the
atmosphere and the contamination of

= matikiy d are great, indeed.

Mr President, T am not sanguine about
the future actions of the Soviet Union
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in the light of its wilhngness to enter

into this limited test ban treaty. I
would like to see some evidence of a new
attitude, of a new purpose. But I re-
fuse to peer into any crystal ball to
determine whether this action on the
part of the Soviet Union indicates an
easing of the tensions of the world in
the future. We can hope so, but that
isall, We must judge each future action
of the Soviet Union on its own merits,
warily, and with a fuII realization of the
intentions of that country as shown by
its past history. But on balance, with-
out interpreting the Soviet Union’s will-
ingness to enter into this treaty as the
hoped-for beginning of an era of lessened
tension and peace, it is my sincere belief
that, for the sake of future generations,
the Umted States can and must enter
1nto this treaty.

I shall therefore vote in favor of giving
the Senate’s advice anhd consent to this

“limited test ban treaty.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in his
address to the Nation announcing the
conclusion of the treaty which now lies
before us for ratification, the President
called for “a histori¢ and constructive
debate.” That debate is now nearing the
time of decision. It has been conducted
in committee rooms, én the floor of this
Chamber, in homes and halls across
America, and in all the public media.
We can congratulate ourselves that it
has been conducted responsibly and with
a keen regard for the gravity of the
issues involved.

TREATY HIGHLIGHTS

Mr. President, stated in simple terms—
and perhaps in oversimplified fashion—
the treaty has for its objective a pledge
by the three major signatories—the So-
viet Union, the United Kingdom, and the
United States—to stop testing nuclear
weapons in space, in the atmosphere, and
in the common watérs of the oceans.
Duration of this pledge is set out as that
period of time until one of these three
nations serves 90- day notice that it will
resume testing.

The treaty will not de certain things.
It will not stop signatory nations from
making nuclear weapons of any kind;
nor maintaining their present or in-
creased arsenal of nuglear weapons; nor
use of such weapons in defense of any
signing nation or its allies against ag-
gression. It will not halt preparation for
any of the prohibited fest explosions
right down to the point of pressing the
button; nor will it stop underground test
explosions. It will not totally prevent
further poisoning of the atmosphere by
radioactive fallout . because neither
France nor Red China are parties to it
and both are engaged in active nuclear
weapons development and testing pro-
grams.

DURATION OF TREATY

It is provided that any party to the
treaty has a right to withdraw from it
upon 3 months’ notice if it decides that
its supreme interests are jeopardized. A
more likely method of termination, how-
ever, is a summary and unceremonious
breaking of the treaty by the Soviet
Russians the very minute such action
suits their purpose better than continu-
ing under its terms,  This point will be

PO
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developed at greater length later in my
remarks.

The freaty was agreed to by the three
major nations in July of this year. How-
ever, the idea of a limited test ban agree-
ment was first advanced to Soviet Rus-
sia in April, 1959, by President Eisen-
hower, with British support. His letter
ploposa,l called for a prohibition on at-
mospheric tests up to 50 kilometers,
without on-site inspections being re-
quired. The Soviets re;ected the Eisen-
hower proposal.

FACTORS UNDERLYING HRUSKA DECISION TQ

FAVOR RATIFICATION

Without exaggeration, Mr. President,
the ultimate issues raised by this debate
go to the existence of this Nation and the
principles for which it stands. They go
to the very existence of our civilization
which it is our purpose to Dpreserve
against all obstacles and all enemies.
Also they go to the aspirations of men
of good will everywhere in the world, that
the far prospect of eventual peace—how-
ever dim—is something more than a
cruel deception; and that the immediate
cessation of further radioactive fall-
out—however small—is a substantial
gain for humanity for whatever period
it lasts, however long that may be. It
is in the spirit of hope, matched by an
alertness to every potential danger and
a determination to keep ready our mas-
sive military power and to take other
safeguard steps, that I will cast my vote
in favor of ratifying this limited test
ban treaty.

This decision has been reached
against a background of some doubt and
prutal realism. It was reached with
difficulty. This decision has been
shaped by all the participants in this
historic debate—a debate fhat has in-
deed been consfructive, informative, and
exhaustive.

Chief among these participants is
President Kennedy, whose letter of Sep~
tember 10 set out eight “unqualified and
equivocal assurances to the Members of
the Senate, to the entire Congress, and
to the country.” These eight . points
verified much of the testilnony of Sec-
retary of State Rusk and others who
appeared in person before the Foreign
Relations Committee, and who gave in-
terpretations of language and outlined
our Nation's intended course of action
under the treaty.

My decisionn has also been greatly in-
fluenced by the testimony of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and by their considersd
judgment that—on sober balance—the
strengths of the treaty outweigh its
weaknesses, that the benefits exceed the
risks. Our military posture will un-
questionably be affected by the test ban.
But it will not be compromised.

And I would be gravely remiss if I did
not acknowledge, as well, my debt to
those who have in dedicated fashion
conducted and participated in the com-
mittee hearings and who have engaged
in the debate in this Chamber. This in-
cludes those who have opposed the
treaty outright; and those who will, in
the end, cast their votes against it. To
cite just one example, the questions so
well posed and the arguments so elo-
quently advanced by my colleague, Sen-
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ator Curtis, He, like every Senator rec-

ognizing ‘many Vulnerabilities” in the
trepty, 18" also concerried -about the
‘Pargmdint Issue “of our national safety
and security. Ii speaking out forth-
tiehtly, he has served the Nation’s best

_inferest, In fact, all the voices of doubt

 and opposition have been articulate and
- responsible. 'Theéy bespeak the convic-
“tions of dedicated pafriols. One may
disaeree with their final judgment—as 1
‘do—but their sense of high obligation

cannot be faulted. I pay thém sinceié

-and grateful tribute.

But beyond all €lsé, Mr. President, my
decision has been shaped—my thoughts
‘gupported and sustained—by the most

~important of all the participants in the
debate: the American people. Never, in

- My years of public service, has such an

Coutpouring of thoughtful, reasoned let-
‘ters reached imy desk as those relating
£6 the Issue before us.” About half favor
ratification; about half oppose it; but
all of them reflect, in every considered

word, the same deep concern,
* Taken together, they have helped to
gut through the Infinite complexities of
sthis issuie to what is simple and essential,

_ The writers of these letters seek a just

_peace and, more particularly, desire an
end to the continued contamination of
the atmosphere by radioactive debris.
TThat the menace to future generations

- 1g yet unknown sérves merely to heighten

the sefise of dread. But these letfers
hoth for and against express, at the satiie
‘time, 8 second theme: a practical reli-
ance on & strong right arm of national
defense—powerful’ and ready. .

' On this issue, the prerequisites of pub-
e policy correspond to the American
character itself: a surefooted idealism
‘guided by practical and prudent com-
_Tnonsensé, At b ‘

e

His Is the precise balance thaf I have

. tried to strike in my own thinking. It

‘has not been easy. Ease of mind craves
dertainties, And in’ this matfer there
ar¢ many uncertainties, The effect of
the treaty on weapons development, on
Znaintaining our present superiorities, on
closing existing” gaps, on the peaceful

.uses of nuclear explosioris, on the pro-
gressive expansion of human knowledge

itself—in all these vital areas of con-
.cern, ‘tinedulvocal assurances are nof
fortheoming. There are only questions
and doubts, only tentative and limited
judgments, virtually all of which pre-
~ dated Tnitialling of this freaty, and none
“of which are solved or made final by it.
.. INITIAL MISGIVINGS ON TWO KEY POINTS
_When' fhe treaty was first submitted,
‘this Senator’s preliminary study led to
grave doubts on two key points which.I

_publicly expresséd at that time.

The first was this: In thé event of a

" fnajor “nation ~ breaking tHe = treaty,

whether we would be bouild to wait out

-sthe 3 lonths before beiilg freed Irom the

terms of that document, ~During the

- wag made clear that in case the Soviet
Ui gmcfn”a ted tests In violation of the
freaty, these United States retained the

~¥ight

13
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“wiolation of any treaty provision.

in the President’s Tetter it

10 resuing testing forthwith. It is-
‘also pledged that this country will main-
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tain a posture of constant readiness for
such resumption of testing. )
The second point upon which this Sen-
ator declared keen misgivings was the
same as that raised by former Presi-
dent Eisenhower: Does the treaty impose
any inhibition on the use of nuclear

‘weapoOns by us in case of war or aggres-

sion against us or any of our allies? The
answer was a clear “No,” clear to the
Senate, clear to the American people, and
perhaps most important of all, clear to
the Soviet Union. This clarity was ex-
pressed in point 4 of President Kennedy’s
letter by his statement that “the treaty
in no way limits the authority of the
‘Commander in Chief to use nuclear
weapons for the defense of the United
States and its allies, if a situation should
develop requiring such a grave decision.”

Thus, the essential interpretations ap~
plied to each of these two points are now
a part of the legislative history of the

“treaty. They are a part of the formal

record. They are now in every practical
gense a paft of the substance of the
treaty. On both scores, therefore, my
initial concern has been relieved,

PRESIDENT KE'NNTEDY’S EIGHT POINTS OF

- ASSURANCE .

Each of the eight points set out In

President Kennedy's September 10 let-
ter addressed to the majority and mi-

nority- leaders of the Senate, are like-

wise a part of the legislative history and
of the formal record. They clear up a
great many dquestions and objections
placed on this subject. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the fext
of these eight points contained in that
letter be printed at this point in the
RECORD. o C

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the letter was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

1. Undérgrouiid nuélear testing, which Is
permitted under the treaty, will be vigor-
ously and diligently carried forward, and the
equipment, facilities, personnel, and funds

.necessary for that purpose will be provided.

As the Senate knows, such testing 1s now
going on. While we must all hope that at
some future time a more comprehensive
tréaty may become possible by changes in the
policies of other nations, until that time our
underground testing program will continue,

2, The United States will maintain a pos-

“ture of readiness to resume testing in the

environments prohibited by the present
treaty, and it will take all the necessary steps

to safeguard our national security in the:

event that there should be an abrogation or
In par-
ticular, the United States retains. the right
to resume atmospheric testing forthwith—

1f. the Soylet, Unlor should conduct tests in~ casions Nas Proven 1tse
v e =ple to. abide by treatiesit has undertaken.

violation of the treaty.

3. 'Our facilities for the defection of pos-
sible violations of this treaty will be ex-
panded and improved as required to increase

. our. assurance against clandestine violation

by others.

4. In response to the suggestion made by
President Eisenhower to the Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee on August 23, 1963, and in

- conformity with the opinion of the legal

adviser of the Department of State, set forth
in the report of the Committee on Foreign
‘Relations, I am glad to emphasize again that

_the treaty in no way limits the authority

of the Comamnder in Chief to use nuclear
weapons for the defense of the United States
and its allies, if a situation should develop

She e e

requiring such a grave decislon, Any deci-
sion to use such weapons would be made
by the United States in accordance with its
constitutional processes and would in no way
be affected by the terms of the nuclear test
ban treaty. .

5. While the abnormal and dangerous
presence of Soviet military personnel in the
neighboring island of Cuba is not a matter
which can be dealt with through the instru-
mentality of this treaty, I am able to assure
the Senate that if that unhappy island
should be used either directly or indirectly
to circumvent or nullify this treaty, the
United States will take all necessary action
in response.

6. The treaty in no way changes the status
of the authorities in East Germany. As the
Secretary of State has made clear, “We do
not recognize, and we do not intend to rec-
ognize, the Soviet occupation zone of East
Germany as a state or as an entity possessing
national sovereignty, or to recognize the
local suthorities as a government. Those
authorities cannot alter these facts by the
act of subscribing to the test ban treaty.”

7. This Government will maintain strong
weapons laboratories in a vigorous program
of weapons development, in order to insure
that the United States will continue to have
in the future a strength fully adequate for
an effective natlonal defense. In particular,
as the Secretary of Defense has made clear,
we will maintain strategic forces fully in-
suring that this Nation will continue to be in
a position to destroy any aggressor, even
after absorbing a first strike by a surprise
attack. S ’

8. Thé Unilted States will diligently pursue
its programs for the further development of
nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes by
underground tests within the terms of the

_treaty, and as and when such developments

. make possible constructive uses of atmos-
pheric nuclear explosions for peaceful pur-
poses, the United States will seek interna-
tional agreement under the treaty to permit
such explosions.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is
plain that these assurances are stated in
-an “ungualified and unequivocal” fash-
jon. My reliance upon them is implicit in
their being made sincerely and with the
President’s firm determination to follow
through unswervingly. It is to be hoped
that he will be more steadfast and un-
deterred in this instance then he has
been in some other areas of foreign pol-
icy in which he has engaged, but which
he has not been able to bring te success-
ful conclusion. :
U.S.S.R., AS CHAMPION TREATY BREAKER

Many of those speaking to the mat-
ter of ratification of this treaty have
pointed qgt that we cannot trust the So-
viet Union to abide by its terms. This
Senator is in full agreement with that
view. The U.S.S.R. on innumerable oc-
casions has proven itself utterly incapa-

If this treaty were dependent upon
Soviet good faith, then I would vigor-
ously oppose it; I would vote against it in
that case. But after careful and lengthy
consideration I am persuaded that the
treaty does not depend upon trusting
the Russians. This is so because of the
safeguards provided in the President’s
letters, and our ability to implement
them,

In fact, my own expectation is that
sooner or later the Soviet’s abrogation of
the treaty in & way not provided by its
terms, will terminate its tenure, All past
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history counsels us to anticipate such
violation. Being thus forewarned, we are
forearmed. All text of Communist doc-
trine, put us on clear warning that ac-
cording "to the perverse courfe of Com-
munist thinking, no treaty or interna-
tional obligation can ever take pre-
cedence over the imperatives of world
Communist imperialism. They hold
that those things alone are good which
advance the goals of the so-called So-
cialist commonwealth. If -a treaty
solemnly signed becomes burdensome or
undesirable, the obligations contained in
it are forthwith disregarded and not
ohserved. )

In 1955, the Senate Subcommittee on
Internal Security, in Senate Document
No. 85, published a study entitled “Soviet
Political Agreements and Results.”
Nearly a thousand treaties and agree-
ments, both bilateral and multilateral,
entered into by the U.S.8.R. with coun-
tries all over the world were examined.
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND], chairman of the subcommittee,
wrote in the preface:

The staff found that in the 38 short years
since the Soviet Union came into existence,
its Government had broken its word to vir-
tually every country to which 1t ever gave a
signed promlse * * * it keeps no international
promiges at all unless doing so is clearly
advantageous to the Soviet Union. I seri-
ously doubt whether during the whole his-
tory of civilization any great natfon has ever
made as perfidious a record as this in so
-short a time.

In fact, treatybreaking has been an
instrument of national policy with the
US.8.R. since it came into existence.
Bainbridge Colby, who was President
Woodrow Wilson’s Secretary of State,
declared:

The responsible leaders of the regime have
frequently openly boasted that they are will~
ing to sign agreements and undertakings
with foreign powers while not having the
slightest intention of observing such under-
takings or carrying out such agreements.

As long ago as 1919 one of Lenin’s
- lieutehants, Zinoviev stated: .

We are willing to sign an unfavorable
peace. * * * It would only mean that we
should put no trust whatever in the plece of

" paper we should sign. We shall use the
breathing space so obtained in order to
gather our strength so that the. mere con-
tinued existence of our Government would
keep up with the worldwide propaganda
which Soviet Russia has been cargylng on for
more than a year.

Later this was updated by Joseph
Stalin who put the Communist diplo-
matic philosophy even more bluntly, and
in this fashion:

Words must have no relatlons to ac-
tions * * * otherwise what kind of diplo-
macy 1s it? Words are one thing, actions
another. Good words are a magk for con-
cealment of bad deeds. Sincere diplomacy
is no more possible than dry water or
wooden iron.

Senate Document No. 85 of the 84th
Congress was brought up to date in Sen-
ate Document No. 125 in the year 1959,
When the trealty now before us was
initialed, this Senator requestéd Chair-
man EastLanND of the subcommittee to
have that second printing to be brought
up to date, which was done. ‘

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This 1963 “Supplenient No. 1” shows
the US.S.R. record bf perfidy in the
matter of treaties is donsistent with the
38 years of broken promises reported in
Senate Document No.,85.

Quite often we heat of “a new spirit”
which comes about over the U.S.S.R.
So it is “the spirit of Geneva” in 1955;
or the “spirit of Camp David” at a later
time, and so on. These spirits are sup-
posed to denote a change of heart, a
new direction, a mellowing, or a matur-
ing to a point where there are evidence
that the U.8.S.R. wants to becoie a re-
spectable, law-abiding member of the
family of nations. : .

Such thoughts and: hopes have been
expressed here on the floor of the Sen-

‘ate during this current debate.

In truth and in fac¢t, however, there
is no such change. 'There has always
been and there is right now a steadfast
resolution and obsession in the minds
and in the program of the Soviets. It
is geared to the eventual domination by
the Communists of the entire world.

Chairman EasTLAND in his foreword to
Senate Document No. 125 of 1959 stated:

Communism is not an!evil thing oniy be-
cause it has been controlled by evil men
since it first rose to power in 1917.

It is organically evil. Tou must renounce
bourgeois morality, you must become an evil
man before you can begome a good Com-
munist. You must be & Mar, a cheat, and
probably a spy, before ypu can represent a
Comrnunist nation in intermational diplo-
macy. You must have ho more regard for
honor when you sign an agreement on behalf
of your country than a forger does when he
puts a name on a check.

In 1858, the book “Masters of Deceit”
was published. TIts author is J. Edgar
Hoover, widely considered as the fore-
most authority upon the subject of com-
munism~—its nature and its ways. Here
is a declaration on the point which we are
now considering, taken from his book:

The Red Fascists have long followed the
practice of making use of democratic lib-
erties: Elections, lawful adjudication and

propaganda and free spéech, press and as- 7

sembly. Their baslc premise: reap ‘every ad-
vantage possible. IIowever, if it will help,
don’t hesitate to use illégal methods, such
underground operations; terrorism. .espio-
nage, sabotage, lylng, cheating. ‘“We have
never rejected terror on piinciple, nor can we
do so. Terror is a form of military operation
that may be usefully applied,” wrote Lenin.
Morallty is strictly a bolirgeois device. To
the Communists everything that promotes
the revolution is moral, legal, and beautiful.

Many people are confysed by the party’s

abrupt twists and turns, $uch as denouncing .

the United States as an .imperialist nation,
from 1939 to 1941. Thén overnight, after
Russia’s entrance into : the war, hailing
Americe as a great ally. | Communists often
look like frightened rabbits chasing back
and forth. :

But in reality these changes in the party
line are merely shifting tactics all designed
to promote the ultimate goal of world revolu-
tion. They are not changes in heart.

In thelr splendid book, entitled “What
We Must Know About Communism,” au-
thors Harry and Bonaro Overstreet state
In regard to Communist doctrine:

As for treatles signed afd broken, we must
again take stock of a baslé difference of view-
point. Having signed these treatles in good
faith, we feel that the Communists, by violat-

ing them, have clearly manifested bad raith.,.

i

“undefined future.
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‘But they have never conceived of good faith

as possible between Comraunists and non-
Communists. Bad faith, therefore, is an
equal impossibility. The signing of a treaty
across the division line wvrescribed by the
Marxist-Leninist aversionn of the class
struggle is an act of expediency. The break-
ing of it is also precisely that-—and nothing
more.

Many more citations and examples
could be cited. Those which have been
set out should be quite conclusive in their
own right. With most of the people of
America they are reminders and re-
freshers of what the Nation has long been
aware.

This Senator has gone into this phase
of the unreliability on the U.8.8.R. in the
field of treaties to make certain without
fail that the Senate in voting ratification
of this treaty has been thoroughly and
completely aware of untrustworthiness
of one of the major signers of this his-
toric document,

I repeat, this record of perfidy leads
me 'to one overriding conclusion: Were
the test ban treaty dependent, in any
degree, on Soviet good faith——if it were
contingent upon our trusting the So-
viets—then I would flatly oppose it. But
we know that it is not. We have the
testimony of our military and scientific
chiefs, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, and the assurance of the Presi-
dent, to the effect that our national

‘safety and security rest on two founda-

tions, and two alone: Our effective
detection systems and our state of instant
readiness, over and above our basic pos-
ture of massive milifary power.

I do not question the sincerity of these
assurances. I accept them. I take pride
and comfort from such evidence of
American might, and of the skills and
devotion of our Nation’s scientific per-
sonnel. More pride perhaps—and cer-
tainly more confidence—than was shown
by the President himself as recently as
March 2, 1962. These were his words to
the Nation on that occasion:

But in actual practice, particulrly in a

. soclety of free cholce, we cannot keep top-
 flight sclentists concentrating on the prep-

aration of an experiment which may or may
not take place on an uncertain date in the
Nor can large technical
laboratories be kept fully alert cn a stand-by
basls waiting for some other nation to break
an agreement. This is not merely difficuls
or Inconvenient-—we have explored this al.
ternative thoroughly, and found it impossible
of execution.

Let me stress that final seritence: “We
have explored this alternative thor-
oughly, and found it impessible of execu-
tion.” And as for the extent to which
this treaty or an uninspected test ban
can be truly and effectively self-policing,
these were the President’s views as ex-
bressed at his news conference of Feb-
ruary 7, 1962:

We will support the passage ol an effective
treaty which provides for: effective Inspec-
tion, but we cannot take less in view of the
fact of our experience of the Jpast months
where it takes us many months to prepare
for tests in the atmodphere. The Soviet
Union prepares in secret. Unless we have
adequate protection against a repetition of
that incident, any such test agreement obvi-
cusly would be extremelyivulnerable.
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.7 Do we now, as evidently we did not
then, have adequate protection? Have
the basic conditions, the irreducible es-

- .sentials of national security, somehow

charzed? . Are the two situations in some

critical way incomparable—&s sothe ad-

_ministration spokesmen have tried, with
more bravery than logic, to argue? I
am not persuaded by these attempts to
evade ‘the embarassing consequences of
.“their own “previous supersalesmanship.
- n I persudded, today, by the new
" versfort of the hard sell by which some
‘of these same partisans are attempting
to minimize the risks imbedded in the

. treaty before us. - N
This is, indeed, no time for salesman-
ship of any kind, It is, rather, a time
for cool reason and hard logic. This
is what I have looked for in the con-
sldered testimony of the Joint Chiefs—
for example, in the official brief filed at
the behest of the junior Senator from the
State of Washington [Mr, JacksoN],

specifying the criteria for a truly ready

alert and for a state of instant prepared-
ness to resume profitable tests. Reason,
-logic, and the judicious balancing of
risks is what I have looked for, Mr. Presi-
dent. And this is what I have found in
‘the official record—sufficient, in my
~judgment, to deem these risks accept-
able. . ‘

But_from this disturbing evidence of

contradictions and of uncertainties, in.

the President’s own words, let us draw
‘the appropriate conclusions. No one
: whq is sincerely dedicated to this Na-
“$ion’s endufing interests—no one, surely,

in this Chamber—can take pleasure sim-

ply in recitations which may be embar-
rassing to the administration’s highest
. officers. But let no oné shrink from the
' duty of Holding them to their words and
their ‘solemn assurances.” Under the
terms and the’ inherent risks of this
tredty, let these officials be on notice:
They—no less than the Soviets—are on

trlal, & soviels—ale
They have givén us assurarices that our
detection systen ‘will be rigorously main-
_tained and constantly iimproved; that
g1l the arts and skills of uriderground
“testing, for both military and peaceful
-purposes, will bé developed to the limits
of our resources; that our experimental
facilities ahd our scientific manpower
will be sustained in a state of maximum
capability and instant readiness.” And
.80 T repéat and reemphasize: By making
. these agsurances, they have entéred into
" g sofemyi pact with the American people
-on the vital diiestion of our national
security. The Nation will hold them fo

. their word. Coom e
“~. - This, finally, has been the lasting
strength of the “historic and construc-
tive debate” for which the President
originally called. Never has this Senate,
this Congress, or this Nation been more
fuly in @ state of alert. Never have the
¥isks of a limited test ban been more
- idely or tore deeply understood> We
" may otite"aBHI fall victim to duplicity—

hout delud
Ses "other,

'CONGRESSIONAL |

_first step toward peace.

slgning this limited treaty, it is never-
theless clear that our support of it will

assure, at least for a limited time, a re- .

duction -of radioactive contamination of
the seas, the atmosphere and outer space.
Should we withhold our approval, the
likelihood of continued atomic testing
seémis inevitable, It may yet be resumed
for reasons of compelling national se-
curity, but mankind is due a breather.
This is an opportunity, in other words,
to test intentions rather than bombs as
we keep our powder dry. ’
Thus, in ratifying this limited treaty,
we do hope that we may finally have
embarked on the perilous road toward
a just and lasting peace. No one can
say in certainty that we have done so.
I do not. But I do say that we venture
forth in the name of all that is most
worthy in the human spirit. Sustained
by that conviction, I am prepared to
support the treaty.
~7 rHE RUSSELL UNDERSTANDING

Having made that determination, Mr.

"President, we nonetheless must take all

prudent steps to reduce any risks which
may be incurred. "
_ One very practical way in which we
can reduce the risks is to approve the
proposal of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] which would reserve to
the Senaté the right to ratify or reject
future alterations in the treaty. )
This is simply a reasonable precau-
tion to restate, reaffirm, and protect the
constitutional right of the Senate to
advise and consent to international
treaties. It would reaffirm the national
policy of having a branch of the Con-
gress, representing the people, pass on
the merits of amendments to the treaty
after due and-widely publicized disclos-
ure and debate. ' It would be a warning
against the use of executive agreements
in which the people through the Senate
have no voice and sometimés no knowl-

_edge till long after the fact.

"Those who oppose the Russell amend-
ment protest that it is not necessary;
that the Secretary of State has testified
that any amendment will be subject to
Senate approval. If that is the case, Mr.
President, how can they object to having
it spelled out? Surely it can do no harm.
And it would have the simple virtue of
saying what we mean and what the
tact is. o

As the Senator from Georgia has
pointed out, his language is identical to
that in the International Atomic Energy
Act. It was deemed important then;
surely it is equally important now.

It is my hope, Mr. President, that the

‘Senate will support the Russell under-

standing. Armed with such an under-
standing, the treaty would be signifi-
cantly strengthened.

| “a FIRST STEP TOWARD PEACE™’
Often during this current debate refer-
ence has been made to this treaty as a
However, re-
‘peatedly our attention has been called
to the fact that it is not a widely en-

compassing measure; that not too much-

is covered by It mor can too mich be

_expected from it. ~After all, it is very

limited in its scope. Nevertheless, this

" first step would bring about benefit fo
th'g world by not having the air polluted

idl

with radioactive poison, no matter how -
brief the respite may be. .

But in ratifying this treaty, the Senate
endorses only the content of this treaty
and nothing more. It surely does not
commit itself to approve further steps
which the President may make,

All of us can hope that the treaty is
indeed a first step toward peace. But
most emphatically it does not follow that
the tre.ty is a first step toward approval
of all other treaties and foréign policy
changes which the President may see fit
to lay before the Congress and the
country.

This Senator will most emphatically
hold to this foregoing thought. He will
consider himself totally free to consider
any amendment of the present treaty or -
any sequel to it altogether clear and
separately from their ratification of the
‘treaty.

GAINS OUTWEIGH RISKS
““Mr. President, I have attempted to
spéell out as carefully as I can not only
the reasons for voting for the treaty, but
the risks and dangers which accompany
such'a decision.

From the time the treaty was initialed
at Geneva, it has been apparent that the
problem confronting the Senate was to
weigh the advantages against the risks
and thus arrive at its decision.

" This hag been done in the kind of free

and open discussion which characterizes
our system of government. All points of
view have been heard. The result is
clear: the advantages, not only to our .
Nation, but to the world, justify our rati-
fication. We can do no less. .

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
no man wants peace in the world more
thanIdo. Iabhor war. Iknow the hor-
rible destructivéness of nuclear conflict.
My highest purpose in the Senate of the
United States is to preserve the, sover-
eignty and the system of this Nation.

I attribute the same motives to all
Members of Congress. I am aware of the
proposed treaty’s objectives as they have
been stated by the President. The treaty
itself says the purpose is to ban nuclear
tests in the atmosphere, outer space and
underwater.

T have never given a matter before the
Senate more thoughtful study and con-
slderation than I have given this treaty.
I wish I could vote for its ratification in
the belief that it would be in the best
interest of the country. ‘

But I do not believe entering into such
a treaty—as it stands—with the Soviet
Government would serve our hational
security. I am fearful that it will
weaken, if not undermine, our defense.
I cannot conscientiously consent to rat-

ification as it is proposed.

~-Before reaching this decision I listened
to the testimony, particlpated in the
discussions, and studied the hearing
transcrints; and I have called on my 30
years of expérience in the Senate observ-
ing world affairs and our position in
them.

Through these years I have served on

““the Armed Services Committee and its

predecessor, the Naval Affairs Commit-
tee; I helped write our atomic energy
control legislation; and I was an original

T T

-
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member of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. L

It is contended that the, k proposed
treaty is a “small step” toward world
peace and relieving cold war tensions,
and perhaps toward disgrmament,
From experience I have leatned that
proposals in the name of peace do not
always lead to peace. .

We have Neville Chamberlain’s “um-
brella” experience with Hitler in the pre-
lude to World War II, if a reminder is
needed. The proposed treaty may tend
temporarily to lessen international ten-
sions, but the vital question is its ultimate
effect on our security.

Ratification of the treaty in its present
form would give me great concern. The
Soviet Union would be one of three prin-
cipal parties to it. We know that de-
struetion of our system is a primary re-
quirement in the Soviet aim for world

-cohquest.

Soviet Chairman Khrushchev, himself,
has said he intends to “bury” us. There
is just reason to assume that the Russians

" think this treaty will work to their ad-
vantage, or that it can be turned to that
end. Why would they be interested in
it otherwise?

There is nothing in Soviet history
which would serve as a basis for faith

. that the Kremlin would enter into a
treaty with us at this time and keep it
if they did not think it would serve their
objectives to our disadvantage.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk, testify-
ing on the treaty proposal, before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
August 12, 1963—page 18 of the hear-~
ings—said: . , ‘

We have no basis yet for assuming a
fundamental change in Soviet objectives.

We can expect Soviet Russia to dis-
regard the treaty when breaching it
‘would serve Soviet purposes. Former
President Truman has told us that the
Soviet Union has violated 50 of the last
52 or 53 treaties it has entered into.

A State Department memorandum on
this subject, dated August 22, 19863, cited
conventions of convenience—such as the
Universal Postal Convention—to which
the Russians are adhering, but beyond
these, it said:

It is perfectly clear that the Soviet Union
has violated a large number of major inter-

national agreements and treaties. Their
record 1s well known.,

We have already been victimized by
the,Sovietsg under one nuclear test ban,
and there ‘is reason to suspect that our
position with respect to nuclear weapons,
a5 compared with the Russian position,
suffered. = This fact cannot be over-
looKked.

Under unilateral “statements of in-
tent” the United States and Great
Britain entered into a so-called “mora-
torium” with the Soviets in 1958. As
might ha¥e been expected the Soviets
exploited the moratorium while we and
the British honored it.

For more than 2 years the Russians
used the moratorium secretly to build up
their experimental and test devices, and
when they were ready, in September
1861, they exploded them—the tri-party
moratorium notwithstanding.
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On March 2, 1962—only about 18
months ago—President Kennedy, in a
nationwide . broadcast—CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, March 5, 1962, page 3136-—said:

On September 1 of lagt year, while the
United States and the United Kingdom were
negotiating in good faith at Gengya, the
Boviet Union eallously broke its moratorium
with a 2-month serles of more than 40 nu-
&lear tests. .

Preparations for these tests had been se-
cretly underway for many months. Accom-
banied by new threats and new tactics of
terror, these tests—conducted mostly in the
atmosphere—represented | & major Soviet
effort to put nuclear weapons back into the
arms race. ;

Many of these tests werg aimed at improv-
ing their defenses agal missiles—others
were proof tests, trying out existing weapons
systems-—but over one-half emphasized the
development of new wedpons, particularly
those of greater explosive power.

And in that same speech to the Nation
President Kennedy said:

T must report to you in all candor that
further Soviet serles, in the absence of
further Western progress, could well provide
the Soviet Unlon with a nuclear attack and
defense capability so powerful as to encour-
age aggressive designs. Were we to stand
still while the Soviets surpass us—or even
appear to surpass us—thefree world’s ability
to deter, to survive, and to respond to an

allout attack would be spriously weakened."

The President also sald:

The fact of the matter 1§, we can not make
similar strides without festing in the at-
mosphere as well as underground. For in

many areas of nuclear-weapons research we

have reached a polnt where our progress is

stifled without experiments in every en-

vironment.

. - |

The purpose of the President’s 1962
speech was to advise fhe Nation that
since the Soviets had violated the mora-
foriun, it was necessary for the United
States, to protect its own. securlty, to
conduet further tests in the atmosphere
&S 500N a5 necessary preparations could
be made, :

Months later these U.S. tests were
made, and able man that he is, Gen.
Thomas 8. Power testified on Septem-
ber 6, 1963, before the; Armed Services
Preparedness Subcommittee—page 46 of
transcript—that: . ‘

One of the most important things I think

we discovered is the great void in our knowl-
edge. :

President Kennedy, il his March 1962
speech, said he was ordering further
testing by the United States after:

Having observed the Soviet Union's re-
fusal to accept any agreemhent which would
Inhibit its fréedom to test extensively after
preparing secretly. :

What has happened with respect.to
our confldence in the Soviets since the
President made that: statement 18
months ago? Apparently not very much.
Secretary Rusk told the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee last month-—Au-
gust 12, 1963, page 19 of the treaty
hearings—that: ;

Although we hope for cqmpliance, we can
not discount the possibility that the Soviet
Union may violate the treaty. We shall be
on the alert for any violations, and we have
a high degree of confidence in our ability
to detect them., ;

September 19

We have proposed control of atomic
weapons repeatedly—in one way or an-
other—since Bernard Baruch’s first pro-
posal in 1946, but with two exceptions
we have always insisted on effective in-
spection. The Russians have opposed
effective inspection.

The two exceptions to our effective
inspection rule are the 1958 “moratori-
um,” and the treaty now proposed. We
know what happened under the mora-
torimum, without inspection. Now we
are asked to forgo meaningful inspec-
tion again and rely on other “means of
detection.”

The State Department memorandum
of August 22, 1963-—page 968 of the hear-
ings on the pending treaty—says:

As the President and the Secretary of State
have made clear, the United States, in en-
tering into the test ban treaty, is not rely-
ing upon the good falth of the Soviet Union,
or upon Soviet respect for treaties and in-
ternational law.

The United States will rely for its protec-
tion upon its own ability to detect Soviet
violations and to maintain a rmilitary and
scientific posture that will deny to the So-
viet Union any gains that might accrue from
a violation of the treaty——

According to the State Department
memorandum.

In that statement the State Depart-
ment, seems to be saying it expects the
Soviets to violate the treaty, and if they
do we are to rely on our ability to detect
violation and deny them any gains from
the violations.

But the product or use of our detec-
tion and intellizence to date does not
Teassure me. I am not sure whether the
deficiencies lie in the absence of vital
information, its evaluation, or its use,
or whether we are deficient in all three.

The President, himself, said Soviet
preparations for the tests that shattered
the moratorium had been “secretly un-
derway for many months.” If we had
early information aboul missiles on
Cuba—80 miles from Florida—we were
very deficient in its use.

This is part of the recent public rec-
ord of defection and intelligence on
which we are to rely. For security rea-
sons little can be said on the subjects of
intelligence and detection, and discus-
sion of detection and identification of
nuclear tests is necessarily technical.

But on these subjects I quote one of
the “safeguards” on which the Joint
Chiefs of Staff conditioned their approv-
al of the treaty—page 24 of the Septem-~
ber 9, 1963, report by the Armed Services
Preparedness Subcommittee. ~ The Joint
Chiefs said we need—

Improvement of our capability within
feasible and practical limits, to raonitor the
terms of the treaty, to detect violations, and
to maintain our knowledge of Sino-Soviet
nuclear activity, capabilities, and achleve-
ments.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff amplified the
crite;ia. they wanted as follows:

(a) The current capability of the United
States to detect and identify nuclear tests
conducted by. the Sino-Soviet bloc must be
improved to the extent it is both feasible
and remunerative. (Special proposals for
this purpose are currently under considera-
tion.)

(b) A vigorous research and development
must he pursued in order to improve equip-
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ments and. tech 1qpes for nuclear test de-
* tection, ¢ d\dentifcation.

We a
detect ‘Soviet violations,” when, a¢

5.

tion cap 'bllltles are still so far short of
require énts.
these promlsed sa.feguards are devel-
oped?

_ The fact‘ that the Joint Chiefs-of Staff
conditioned their approval of t

posed treaty on the effective implemen-

tation of “safegu_ards” designed to re--
“duge its military “disadvantages and_
_risks” caused the Preparedness Subeom-’

mittee deep concern.
“After the subcommittee heard Gen.

- Maxwell D, Taylor, Chairman of tlie Joint

Chiefs, Senator Henky M. JACKSON, a

very distinguished Member of this body,"_’

moved that:

The Joint Chiefs of gtaff submit ‘to the
Senate Armed Services Committee * * ¥ a
\statement of the speciﬁc requlrements to
lmplement the safeguards proposed by the
Joint Chiefs reducing the risks and disad~
vantages of the limited test ban treaty, which
safeguatds are sét forth in the statement
presented by the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to this committee on August
14, 1963, as Tollows:

Recognizmg the * * * disadvantages and

risks, the Joint Chiefs of Staff belleve that
can be reduced through certain safe-'
guards. These: safeguards include:

they

(a) The conduct of comprehensive, aggres-

“sive, and continuing uhderground nuclear

test programs desighed to add to our knowl-~

“edge and improve our weapons in all areas
of signiﬁcance to our mllitary posture for the“

future,
(b) The maintenance of moderh nuclear
lahoratory facilities and programs in theore-

.tical and explorafory nuclear technology
which will attract, retain and insure the con-

tinued appIication of our humean séfentific
resources to these programs on which con-
tinued progress in" nuclear technology de-~
pends.

(¢) The ‘maintefiance of the facilities and”
resources. hecessary to Institute promptly

nuclear tests in the atmosphere should they
be deémed essentia] to our national security

‘or should the treaty or any_of its items be

abrogated by the Soviet Union.

(d) The improvement of our capacity,

within Teasible and practical limits, to moni-
tor the tefms df the ireaty, to detect viola-

_tions, and to maintain our khowledge of
8ino-Soviet nuclear activ1ty, capablliﬁles and

. yield nuclear explosions to prove the ade-

filpatric, Deputy cretary
"and General Taylor re-

“sponded to this Committee motion with
assurances that gafeguarding ‘steps have

been—or will Jbe—taken; and ‘subse-
th ances were repeated by

The effect of
comprehensive safeguards are required

confirms my fear that military disad-"
“vantages to. the United States are asso-

ciated with the treaty. Some of the dis-
.advanta considered by the subcom-
- mitee—p es 7 and §, of subcommittee ]
““report of tem"ber 9, 1965—inel '

posstbility that the United States
could be left “unable to duplicate Soviet

achley, %ments in very high yield weapon tech-’

nology.
2. The possibiliﬁsy that " the United States
woul made ‘'

o asked vtg rely on “our abll"',y 30\;
-~ ing to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, our detec-

How long will it be before ’

the pro-

lis recognition that such’

“Unable to e{cqufre neces- .
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sary data on eﬁ‘ects of very hlgh y1e1d wea-
pon atmospheric explosions.”

3. The possibility that the United States
would be made “unable to acquire data on

‘ high altitude nuclear weapons effects.”

4. The possibility that the United . States

. would be made ‘“unable to determine, with

confidence, the performance and reliability
of any ABM (antiballistic missile) developed
without benefit of atmospheric system tests.”

5. The possibility that the United States
would be made “unable to verify the ability

. of its hardened underground second-strike

missile systems to survive close-in high-yield
nuclear explosions.”

6. The possibility that the United States
would be made “unable to verify the ability
of its missile reentry bodies—under defensive
nuclear attack-—to survive and to penetrate
to target, without the opportunity to test
nose cone and warhead designs in a nuclear
enviranment, under dynamic reentry condi-
tions.”

7. The possibihty that the “treaty would
provide the Soviet Union an opporfunity t6-

equal U.S. accomplishments in submegaton -

weapon technology.”

8. The possibility that the "“treaty would
deny to the United States a valuable source
of information on Soviet nuclear weapons
capabilities.”

I am not a member of the Armed
Services Preparedness Subcommittee, as
such, of which Senator JOHN STENNIS is
chairman; but I am a ranking member
‘of the full Armed Services Committee, of
which Senator RICHARD RUSSELL 1s chalr-
man.

In this capamty I was privileged to
participate in" the ‘subcommittee’s ex-
haustive inquiry into the military aspects
of the proposed test ban treaty; and be-
cause of my deep concern over the treaty
I did participate in the hearings. :

And the subcommittee report of Sep-
tember 9, 1963, pages 4 and 5 found that:

Since the. eariy 1960°s the. deterrent strat-
egy of the United States has been based sub-
stantially on second-strike missile systems
which can survive a massive ﬁrst strike by
& nuclear armed enemy and still retain the
ability to retallate in such force as to de-
stroy the attacker.

By mid-1970's this Nation’s nuclear deter-
rent will probably reside primarily in land-
and-sea-based misgile systems designed to
achieve that degree of survivability.

To. date, only Polaris has been subjected
to a full scale test, including the explosion
of the nuclear warhead Minuteman, Atlas,
and Titan have never been 50 tested.

Nor have models of the base complexes. of
hardened underground Minuteman and Ti-
tan systems been subjected to close-in high

quacy of their design.

Nothing 1mpressed me more In the
long hearings held than the’ testxmony
of Gen. Thomas™ S. Power. General
Power is not only Commander o
U.S. Strategic Air Command; he is also
director of the Jomt_‘,strateglc Target
Planmng Staff,

In these capacities General Power is
the man’ responsible» for writing war
plans under which we ould retalla,te if
attacked. He did not equivocate. His
testimony was_forthright, clear, and to
the point. I quote directly from Gen-

S —

I am not in favor of t test ban treafy
I do not think it is'in the best interests
of the United States

I feel that we have miillary supériority’
now, and I 'feel very strongly that this had

resulted In a world __t.hat has been free from
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nuclear warfare, I have a lower conﬁdence
factor that we can and will maintain that
military superiority under the test ban than
I have under a condition in which we do not
have a test ban.

Along the same line, later in his testi-~
mony, General Power answered one of
my questions with these statements:

I think the reason we haven’t had a war
is simple. We have had overwhelming su-
periority, and whenever somebody examined
the feasibility of attacking the United States,
they immediately had to reject it because it
was ridiculous.

I think that is a sound position to hold if
you can.’

Overwhelming capacity to retaliate is one
of the chief deterrents to war.

General Power, in those portions of his
testimony released by the subcommittee,
made these statements:

We have never completely tested any of
the nuclear weapons in SAC’s arsenal. We
have not tested any of the operational war-
heads in our inventory. That includes the
missiles and the bombs,

The only way you can prove a weapon sys-
tem is to take it out of stockpile in a random
pattern and let the tactical unit take it out
and detonate it, *_* * Unless you test
everything that is in your arsenal, you are
never certain, and the stakes are so high I
feel we must be certain.

I have to deal with proven data (if it is
not available) I do not have a high confi-
dence factor that I have a sound plan. We
are dealing with the security of the United
States, ahd if the facts can be obtained I
want to have them.

General Power took the position that
the fact that we are not full testing now
is voluntary; and that this is something
far different from being foreclosed from
obtaining vital data under a multipower
treaty.

As the man responsible for writing our
strategic war plans, General Power has
access to all of the intelligence available
in this country with respect to the Soviet
Union; and much of his testimony neces-
sarily must be classified.

I greatly regret it was necessary to
delete from the transcript of testimony
some of the most startling things he said.

When a man of his knowledge, respon-
sibilities, and courage says this treaty is

‘not in the best interests of the United

States, as a Member of the U.S. Senate,
1 cannot take such professional advice
lightly.

I am mindful also of my duties as a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee which has legislative responsibility

“for the Nation’s common defense. The
_fuiiction of the stubcommittee is to over-
" gee 'the state of our preparedness. ~The

adverse effect on the strength of our de-
fense which could ¢ arlse from the military

sidered.
The subcommlttee took 2,800 pages of

‘testlmony on the proposed tes_t ban treaty

best mforma.tion on the mlhtaly aspects )

- nvolyed,

While the subcommittee did not have™
primary jurisdiction over the treaty in

- the Senate, five of its seven members,

without reservation, reached these con-
clus1ons
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1. From the evidence we are compelled
to conclude that serious—perhapg even for-

midable—military and technical disadvan-

tages to the United States will flow from
ratification of the treaty. At least 1t will
prevent the United States from providing
our military forces with the highest quality

of weapons of which our sclence and tech-

nology are capable. .

2. Any milltary and technlcal advantages
which we will dérive from the treaty do not,
in our judgment, counterbalance or out-
weigh the. millitary and technical dlsadvan-
tages. The BSoviets will not be similarly
inhibited in those areas of nuclear weaponry
where we deem them to be mfeleor.

3. Admittedly, howeéver, other lmportant
interna-
tional affairs, and relations with other coun-
tries—are relevant in an overall assessment
of the treaty.

4. These are not within the scgpe of this
report. When they are considered, as they
rhust be, each individual must reach his
own Judgment about. the wisdom and de-
sirability of the treaty on the basis of per-
sonal ‘philosophy, past experience, current
knowledge, and relative weight which he
assigns to the various factors involved.

In arriving at my own decision with
respect to this proposed test ban treaty
I found no practical justification for
believing if would lead to any reduction
in the arms race in the foreseeable fu-
ture; there is more reason to think it
may be expanded. ;

Adm. Arleigh Burke, former Chief of
Naval Operations and member of the
Joint. Chiefs of Staff, testifying before
the Preparedness Subcommittee on Au-
gust 27, 1963, took the position that:

Under gircumstances which make 1t more

difficult for us to determine Soviet progress,
the freaty might serve to “helghten, rather
than réduce, tensions and suspliclons if grow-
ing uncertainty develops.”

President Kennedy, in a letter of Sep-
tember 10, 1963, to Senators Mansfleld
and Dirksen—page 15915, CoONGRES-
s1oNAL REcOrRD, September 11, 1963—
said: . :

We will maintain strategic forces fully
insuring that this Nation will continue to
be in-a position to destroy any aggressor,
everl after absorbing a first strike by a sur-

" prise attack.

The Secretary of State, testifying be-~
fore the Foreign Relations Committee
on August 12—page 18 of the hearings—
sald:

We are still engaged in a contest between
free cholce and coercion.

Senator Jackson, although announc-
ing he would support the treaty—speak-
ing from experience on both the Armed
Services and Atomic Energy Commit-
tees—told the Senate on Friday, Sep-
tember 13—page 16082 of the CoNGRES-
s10NAL REcorp—that:

Efforts to limit the spread of nuclear
weapons deserve our serious attention. But
I believe the role of the treaty in inhibiting
proliferatfon has been generally overesti-
mated,

General Power told the Preparedness
Subcommittee .that he didn't see “how
you can arm and disarm at the same
time.” Admiral Burke told the same
committee that in essence the treaty
is self-contradictory, in that the—

Discussions of it imply a mutual sincerity
of purpose, and yet demand that we take
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proper s‘ai’eguérds to profect against a lack
of sincerity. : B

I am aware of the widespread uneasi-
ness over radiological fallout, buf I do
not profess to be an authority on the
subject. For purposes of considering this
treaty, I rely again on the testimony of
General Power.
his statement of August 19, 1963. e
said: !

I am thorotighly familiar with the radia-
tion problem as one who!writes a war plan
and has to take fallout info consideration. I
believe I have available to me the opinions
of all of the experts. ! o

There is by no means gagreement amongst
all the experts, but I do feel that, as a. gen-
eral statement, in some areas the danger of
fallout, has been greatly éverexaggerated.

I think the type of testing that we have
done or that we had contemplated doing ls
well within acceptable limits.

I fully realize the l%ssponsibilities of
our rosition of leadership in the free
world. I join in the hope that other
nations which are not now free and dem-
ocratic might Aind merit in our example.
There is no doubt in my mind as to our
high purposes. .

I realize also that part of the Soviet
technique is to use their propaganda to
make us look bad, and to have us re-
garded in certain areas of the world as
imperialistic warmongers. This has been
going on for years; ani;i we may expect
its continuation whether we ratify the
treaty or not. ,

Our record speaks for itself. States
worthy of national status know we are
not going to use nuclear weapons for
imperialisti¢ purposes.  Ours are mature
and moral motives. I amm fearful of any-
thing tending to relax our defenss so
long as the Soviets haye such weapons,
and continue to make them.

The first concern of gur foreign policy
should be the protectidn and preserva-
tion of our soverelgnty, our freedom, and
the integrity of our terrifory. No re-
sponsible nation could have a legitimate
quarrel with this. ’Iglis national re-
sponsibility is universal.

The Government of the United States
owes it to the people o; this country to
formulate and pursue & foreign policy
designed to use its resources first for the

survival and well-being of the Nation’

and its citizens. !
These are fundamental national inter-
ests. They come beforq consideration of

« the friendship of others, and certainly

before consideration of the - possibility

that some nations may call us names or
None of these is-

damn us otherwise.
comparable to the loss of freedom inher-
ent in our sovereignty. '

Let me emphasize that I do not im-
pugn the motives of any responsible offi-
cer of this Government in his considera~
tion of the proposed test ban freaty. To
be for it or against it under present world
conditions is & most difficult decision. I
wish I could approve it,

But under all of the, circumstances I
have described I cannot within my con-
science and my duty, asg I see it, vote to
ratify the treaty, without effective in-
spection, while the Soviets are in pos-
session of such vast nuélear power.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yleld?

I quote directly from.

September 19

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. 1 congratu-
late the Senator on what I beatieve to be
a truly magnificent statement of his posi-
tion. -I am compelled to agree with the
Senator, that the net effect of the treaty
as between the United States and the
Soviet Union will be that the Soviet Union
will gain a great amount of leadtime on
us in the development of new weapons.
I suspect that that nation will gain, at
the minimum, 1 year of leadtime in de-
veloping the most moderit weapons.

The Secretary of Defense made a very
fine statement to the effect that our Na-
tion is very strong today. We are strong
because we have stayed ahead of our ad-
versaries in these matters. I believe that
statements such as that of General Power
indicate that the result of the treaty will
be that, by virtue of developing the in-
formation the Soviets already have and
manufacturing in large numbers the
weapons which that information will
make possible, and by cheating in one
manner or another under the terms of
the treaty, under a code of morality
which exists there, as compared with the
code of morality under which we are re-
quired not to cheat, the Soviets will zain
great advantages that will imperil our
security.

Mrs. SMITH. Miy. President, on Sep-
tember 18, 1863, I raised certain gues-
tions with respect to the wording of the
nuclear test ban treaty. Very prorapt-
1y and voluntarily and without prompt-
ing or request from me, the Secretary of
State sent to me the answers of the
Legal Adviser of the State Department
to those questions.

Because I believe the Members of the
Senate will be interested in those an-
swers, I ask unanimous consent that the
letter of the Secretary of State to me,
dated September 18, 1963, and the mem-
orandum of the State Department Legal
Adviser, dated September 17, 1963, be
prinfted at this point in the body of the
RECORD. _

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows: '

Hon. MARGARET CHASE SMITIL,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SENATOR SMITH: The ‘Questions con-
cerning the language of the test ban treaty
that you raised during the debate in the
Senate Monday, and are printed at page
16204 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for Sep-
tember 16, were called to my attention yes-
terday morning. I asked the Legal Adviser
of the Department to prepare a memoran-
dum dealing with these questions. I am
pleased to send you thalt memorandum
which represents the position of the execu-
tive branch on these points of law. I am
also sending a copy of the rnemorandum to
Senator FULBRIGHT.

Sincerely yours,
DraN Rusk.

. SEPTEMBEFR 17, 1963.
Memorandum for the Secretary.
From: The Legal Adviser,
Subject: Questions ralsed by Senator SmiTw
concerning the test ban treaty.

You have asked me to prepare a memo-
randum responsive to the questions raised
by Senator Smrrm concerning the language
of the test ban treaty and printed at page
16204 of the ConGREssTONAL RECORD for Sep-
tember 16, 1963. Senator SmiTH has grouped
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‘her questions under Roman numeral head-
" ings. For convenlence, the same format is
adopted here. Co - -

The first threé questions raised by Senator

SmITH relate to the phrase, in article I, “at
any place under its jurisdiction or control.”
This phrase was Inserted in article I by the
United States to gualify the ohligation of
partles “to prohibit” and “to prevent” nu-
clear tests In the three environments. With-
out this qualifying phrase, partles to the
treaty would have been obligated to prohibit
and preverit all nuclear explosions prescribed
. by the treaty, no matter where they occurred
or by whom they were conducted. A party
obviously could not prohibit or prevent

a-nuclear tést explosion unless it had either

jurisdiction or control over the carrying out
Gf the explosion. For this reason, the obli-
ghtlon was limited to tests oceurring “at
any place under its jurisdiction or control.”
For the plirposes of the test ban treaty, a
_party 1s considered to have temporary con-
trol over any place In which it conducts a
nuclear test explosion during the time that
the explosion is béing conducied. Each
control 15 distinguished in the treaty from
jurisdiction by the use of the disjunctive
“or?* It was precisely to avold the problems
to which Sehator Smirs calls attention that
the words “or control” were inserted in
article I ) ’
Thus, thé afswer to Senator Smrra’s first
guestion is that a pParty could not Justify
carrylig out a nuclear explosion in the at-
mogphere above an ‘uninhabited island not
claimed by it, Although the explosion would
not o¢cur at a place under the jurlsdiction
of the party conducting the explosion it
would occur at a place under its control for
the purposes of article I. Such an explosion
would also violate paragraph 2 of article I
which prohibits parties from “causing, en-
| eouraging, or in any way participating in”
the carrying out of the proscribed explo-
glons “anywhere.” This is one of a number
of cases In which the obligations imposed
by the two paragraphs overlap. o
‘Similarly with respect to Senator SMITH'S
second question, any party conducting a nu-
clear weapon test in outer space would be
considered fo have temporary ‘control over
" the place in outer space where the test was
conducted, although it would not have juris-
- diction over outer space or any portion
theréof. “Such & party would also have con-
trol over the "afea on earth from which it
directed the explosion. : i

The same analysls applies to Senator

- gmiTH's third gquestion. For the purposes

of article I, and party conducting a nuclear
weapon test explosion in the high seas would
be consideréd to have temporary control over
that portion of the high seas. An opinion
of the legal adviser, dealing in part Wwith the
high seas, is attached. ’ -
__Senator gmiT’s fourth question is:

%4 TDoes the ban oh any other nuclear
‘explosion prevent us from operating atomic
_eniergy plants for the production of elec-
trictty, the stéamship Savannaeh, or any
atomic siibmarine, all of which are operated
by means of contrdlled atomic explosions?”

“The angwer 1s “No.” An explosion is the
release of large quantitles of energy in a
very short period of time—on fhe Gider of a
few millionths of a second. Nuclear power

reactors such as those for pioditting elec--

tricity or propelling stéamships or subma-
rines release ‘energy comparatively slowly—
aver periods of many hours, weeks or months.
No explosions take place within the meaning
of the treaty. Chairman Seaborg told the
Beha ttee on Forelgn Relations:
% The treaty , Of course, not inhibit the
pezteful uses in'any of the flelds that do not
hdve to do with nuclear explosives; that s,
the field of civilian nuclear power, and the
use, Of ‘puglear, ené ropu
wer In fpace and the use of 180~

4

rgy for propulsion and
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‘type dealt with by thé first three ques-

topes in medicine and industry and research,
and so forth” (p. 289, hearings).

Senator SmriTH's fifth gquestion is:

«p. Will we be branded as a violator of the
treaty if we have an accldental explosion at
one of our atomic energy plants?”

The answer is “No.” The obligations of the
treaty are concerned with- the intentional
conduct of the parties. It could not reason-
ably be maintained that a party had “‘carried
out,” “caused,” “encouraged,” or “partici-
pated in” a nuclear explosion if the explosion
occurred by accident. Nor could the obliga~
tion to ‘“‘prevent” and ‘‘prohibit” nuclear ex-
plosions he violated by an accidental ex-
plosion occurring against the .will of the
party and despite its best efforts to prevent
it.

pes

The analysis of the first three questions
under Roman numeral I above applies in large
measure to the two questions ralsed under
Roman numeral II. As noted earlier, para-
graphs 1 and 2 of article T of the treaty over-
lap to some extent. Paragraph 2 of article I
is intended in part to prevent a party from
glving assistance to another nation in carry-
ing out the proscribed tests, and thus doing
indirectly what paragraph 1 would prohibit
it from doing directly. However, by virtue
of the words “causing” and “in any way par-
ticipating in'-—deliberately chosen because

‘of thelr broad scope—paragraph 2 also out-

laws direct action by the parties. To use
Senator SMiTH’S examples, the Soviet Union
would be prohibited both by paragraph 1 and
by paragraph 2 from carrying out an atmos-
pheric exploston anywhere. It would also be
prohibited by paragraph 2 from “causing,
encouraging, or in any way participating in”
a nuclear explosion by the Communist
Chinese regime in the atmosphere.above
Mainland China. Paragraph 2 is not limited
by the phrase “under any place under its
jurisdiction or confrol” because it does not
obligate the parties “to prohibit” or “to pre-
vent” nuclear weapon tests, as does para-
graph 1.

. It

With respect to Senator SMITH’S final ques-
tion, an opinion of the Legal Adviser of
August 12 was prepared on this point. It
concludes that the United States would not
be compelled to walt 3 months before re-
suming nuclear weapons tests if the Soviet
Union violated its obligations under the
treaty. A copy of that opinion is attached.
The President’s letter of September 11 to

Senators MansFIELD and DIRKSEN alsG points

out that the “United States retains the right
to resume atmospheric testing forthwith if
the Soviet Union should conduct tests in vio-
lation of the treaty.”

ABRAM CHAYES.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I wish
to make very brief observations and

comments on the answers of the Legal-

Adviser of the State Department.
I

The answers to, and observations con-
cerning, the first three questions under
the heading “I” depend for their valid-
ity upon the parties to the treaty being
in agreement with the Legal Adviser’s
views concerning the meaning of the

term ‘“‘control,” as used in paragraph-1

of article I of the treaty. The term
“control” is not defined in the treaty and
the doctrine of temporary control with
respect to outer space and the high seas
expressed by the Legal Adviser appears

..to be novel. Tt is reassuring to know that

the Legal Adviser believes that para-
graph 2 of article I of the treaty, which
does not contain the term “at any place
under its jurisdiction or control,” would

a,pply’ with respect to explosions of the
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tions.

The answers to, and observations con-
cerning, questions 4 and 5 under the
heading “I” likewise are dependent for
their validity upon the parties to the
treaty being in agreement with the
Legal Adviser’s view that the term “any
other nuclear explosion” does not in-
clude either the process by which heat
is obtained from fissionable material in
a nuclear reactor or an accidental nu-
clear explosion.

I

As indicated before, it is reassuring
to know that the Legal Adviser con-
strues paragraph 2 of article I of the
treaty to be applicable with respect to
both direct and indirect acts of the par-
ties to the treaty and is therefore not
ecompelled to rely upon any questionable
definition of the term ‘“‘control,” as used
in paragraph 1 of article I, for the pur-
pose of finding that explosions over un-
claimed territory, in outer space, and
under the high seas are barred by the
treaty.

paiy

In connection with the question which
was posed under this heading, it is as-
sumed that the President’s statement in
his letter of September 11 to Senators
MansrieLd and DIRKSEN that the “United
States retains the right to resume at-
mospheric testing forthwith if the So-
viet Union should conduct tests in vio-
lation of the treaty’” means that we are
prepared under those circumstances to
have others brand us as a treaty violator
and that we would not feel compelled
to follow the procedure adopted with re-
spect to our denunciation of the extradi-
tion treaty with Greece—see page 4,
opinion of the Legal Adviser of the State
Department, dated August 12, 1963, with
respect to the right of the United States
to withdraw from. the nuclear test ban
treaty in the event of violation by an-
other party.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, for
15 years we have sought agreement with
the Soviet Union on some-formula that
would slow down and perhaps eventu-
ally halt the nuclear arms race.

I believe the real end sought by these
efforts is not solely a halt in the develop-
ment of more destructive weapons—or
even a gradual cutting down of those al-
ready produced. I believe our real pur-
pose has been and should be the preven-
tion of a devastating nuclear war from
which no nation would emerge as the
victor. '

We must remember that a nuclear
arms race between two major world
powers cannot ultimately be won by
either side. Both nations must even-
tually face destruction or compromise.
Neither the United States nor Soviet
Russia believes in the promises of the
other. This mutual distrust builds an
endless, vicious circle and makes that
first small step toward nuclear compro-
mise a difficult but necessary one to
make.

This treaty is the first concrete result
of 18 years of effort by the United States
to impose limits on the nuclear arms

race,
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To most people—I imagine—the rea-
sonable aim of preventing a nuclear war
should not be difficult to attain. But,
Mr. President, we are negotiating with
an enemy who for years has stated its
primary goal was to destroy our form of
democracy and replace it throughout the
world with an alien Communist dictator-
ship. In promoting this aggressive
policy, the Soviet Union has seen fit to
use in its relationships with other na-
tions every means-—diplomatic and non-
diplomatic—available, including decep-
tion.

Their historic pattern of secrecy at
home and duplicity abroad makes it al-
most impossible to put trust in their
signature upon any international agree-
ment, including thds most important
treaty.

But, Mr. Prestdent, we should carefully

' note this is not a treaty of trust—it is a

treaty the adherence to which may estab-
lish trust.

This treaty is self-enforcing in that
it prohibits nuclear weapons tests in the

- three environments where our scientists

tell us we can detect significant viola-
tions without onsite inspections. It
carries within it neither provisions nor

" promises for any disarmament at all.

More than that, the treaty provides that
we can withdraw from it whether or not
another signatory violates its provisions
if we deeide “extraordinary events”
have “jeopardized” the security interests
of our country. )
In my opirton, the biggest danger is
hot in the terms and risks of the treaty
itself, but in the obvious efforts of the
Soviet Union to Iull us to sleep while

- they prepare for another move in the

cold war.

The Senate has been assured that our
military readiness and vigilance will not
be slowed down. Surely history has
taught us to be skeptical and wary of

- the Communists. With history as our

guide, we can turn this treaty into a
victory for the free world. In the ares
of peaceful purpose, I feel we have much
to gain or lose. To reject the test ban
treaty would be a rejection in the eyes
of the world of this small step away
from the brink of nuclear war.

Mr. President, I consider this with-
drawal provision extremely important
and with regard to its implementation
Secretary Rusk, in answer to my ques-
tion during the hearings stated:

I think, Senator, world opinion would cer-

. tainly make a difference in terms of our

adopting any casual or frivolous or light-
hearted approach to this question, but I
have no doubt that the security interests of
the United States would take highest
priority here, and that these matters of pass-
ing opinion would not be a decisive factor.

Mr. President, there is another matter
that I consider - extremely important
with which this treaty deals and that is
the peaceful uses of nuclear materialas—
the so-called plowshare program initi-
ated by President Eisenhower.

The treaty’s language is such that
plowshare explosions in the atmosphere,
underwater, and in outer space are pro-
hibited as are underground plowshare
explosions where resultant radioactive
debris leaves the territorial limits of the
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country in which thie explosion takes
prlace. :

Here is a firm example, Mr. President,
where our negotiators were unwilling to
make this treaty depeéndent upon trust.
By eliminating all explosions, including
peaceful anes, they prevented the Soviets
from carrying out tests—without onsite
inspection—which could be used for
weapons development but hidden under
the guise of peaceful uses experiments.

Because of this lack of trust, our nego-
tiators placed language in this treaty
that inhibited the Plowshare program.
How much has that program been in-
hibited? This question bothered me and
I asked Dr. Glenn Seaborg, Chalrman of
the Atemic Energy Commission, about
it. He answered by noting that the
treaty would not inhibit the peaceful
uses program in the' fields of nueclear
power, nuclear energy for propulsion and
the use of isotopes in medicine, industry,
and research. '

As for the fleld of nuclear explosions,
Dr. Seaborg said that within the United
States certain excavations could be un-
dertaken along with work in the areas
of mining and development of under-
ground water resources.

Larger projects, such as canal and har-
bor building and mountain moving, Dr.
Seaborg noted, depend upon development
of nuclear explosives and associated ex-
cavation technology which were not
presently available. It is my under-
standing that the administration fore-
sees needing the next few years to de-
velop cur capabilities in this large scale
excavation area and then plans to ap-
proach other treaty signatories on a
project-by-project basis as each one be-
comes feasible. By then, perhaps, if the
treaty has been adhered to, we may
have built up enough trust between the
Sovlets and ourselves that they will per-
mit us to observe their peaceful explo-
slon experiments and we—as we have
offered in the past—will invite them to
observe ours. _

It had been my hope that the approval
of this test ban treaty would give us some
assurance of a reduction In arms and
armament. The Secretary of State and
members of the Defense Department
testified that even though the treaty is
approved, we cannot expect any imme-
diate reductlon in our defense efforts.
As a matter of fact, it could well in-
crease, instead of decrease, our military
expenditures for years to come.

This matter was forcibly called to the
attention of the committee in the testi-
mony of our Secretary of State, Mr.
Rusk, which appears on page 29 of the
hearings. On direct interrogation by the

- Benator from Alabama [Mr. SparKMAaN],

the Secretary stated:

This treaty 1tself does not reduce weapong
In being or prevent their further production.

This treaty is aimed omly at the question
of nuclear explosions, I regret myself that
it has not, been possible to make greater
headway in some actual physical disarma~
ment measures consistent with our own se-
curity.

But this treaty is not g step in that di-
rection—this treaty is not 1tself dealing with
that problem. Tt may turn out to be one
small step that opens up some possibilities

September 19

in this field but that has not yet become
apparent.

Senator Spark:MAN. It is 5 treaty of hope so
far that is concerned.

Secretary Rusk. So far as actual disarma-
ment is concerned, it is a treaty of hope. It
is a treaty of a fact insofar as explosions in
those three environments are concerned,

Mr. President, the distinguished mi-
nority leader IMr. DRESEN], in his im-
bressive statement in support of this
treaty last week, pointed out that our
party went to the electors In 1960 with
a platform that included the stateraent:

We advocate an early agreement by &ll na-~
tions to forego nuclear tests in the atmos-
phere, and the suspensiom of other tests as
verifleation techniques permit. We support
the President in any decision he may make to
reevaluate the question of resumption of un-
derground nuelear explosions testing, if the
Geneva Conference fails to prcduce a satis-
factory agreement,

This is not a partisan matter but T
cannot help noting the treaty before the
Senate meets almost exactly the 1960
bledge of our party, and in fact follows
initistives begun by President Eisen-
hower.

As a member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, I attended practi-
cally every hearing on the proposed nu-
clear test ban treaty. ‘These hearings
lasted 3 weeks and contained volumes of
testimony which was given in open and
executive sessions.

After hearing the testimony, I have
reached the conclusion that it is in the
interests of our Nation and the peace of
the world to vote for the ratification of
this treaty. This had to be & choice nol,
between right and wrong, but rather s
choice of the greatest gains toward world
beace and the fewest risks to our na-
tional security.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
alter reviewing the remarks made in thig
Chamber, and the testimony regarding
the proposed limited nuclear test ban
treaty, I am irnpressed by three argu-
ments—one in its favor, two in opposi-
tion.

In favor of it, after all is said and done,
is a hope, usually described as g faint:
glimmer, that this may be the first step
toward easing tension in the world, It
Is difficult, if not impossible, to argue
with a hope. It is an emotional thing;
and in its soft and gentle glow, argy-
ments appear harsh. The miore fragile
an illusion, the more rude must seem the
atternpts to shatter it.

I have warned, and will continye to
warn, that nuclear weapons are not the
cause of tension in this world; that if
all were to disappear magically over-
night, the tension would remain, so long
as world communism remains dedicated
to aggression and obsessed by its frra..
tional vision of man as a mere cog in the
machine of history.

But hope heeds only itself. How does
one remind hope that, hitherto, on-site
inspection has been the qualification of
our trust of any arms control scheme?
How does one remind hope that the tech-
nology of remote detection still has not;
developed fully to a point where it can
-replace such inspection? Or how does
one tell hope, sprung from fear, that
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!mnog'and fumes of everyday life?

If
iwe “say "thése things, hope—revulsed—
_shrinks from our harsh words.” One who
“says these things stands alone, a sad,

~gomber, and inwelcome guest In a house

of celebrants. T

i We are, apparently, well past arguing
with hope, The future will shatter the
-hope and will sober the celebrants. But

. wemust walt. ‘ »

i For my part, and the part of the other
few who must heed other voices in their
consclerice, there is only the time now to
say why we will vole, as we must, to op-
pose approval of this treaty. I perceive
-.two reasons, basically; and I have based
my decisions upon one. ! :
-+ First, there is the reason that this
treaty is a political ambysh, baited by

_'the necessity of the Soviet to ease the
_any pressures upon its tyranny. This
has been discussed on this floor.” The
argument impresses me; and I share,

~ with those who have made it, bewlilder-
‘ment at why freedom is aided by putting
salve on the wounds of tyranny. But
that is not the argument which, alone,
moves meé to vote as I must and as I will,
i T will vote “no,” because of how I read
history and perceive the future. I see
n our history, ih ‘this nuclear age, that
what peace we have had has been pos-
sible because of our strength. I see in
gty history the clear coursé of Sovlet
-pggressions and breaches of the peace:

They have poured through gaps in our

 strength. They Thave been stopped
when thosé gaps ‘closed or were pre~

- ‘¢luded when our guard remained high.

{ T see no change In the future uiitil or
unless the objectives of communism, not
merely their weapons, change. ~ And not
evén hope has spoken to us so far of a
<hange in those objectives. Rather, all
say that tlie objectives remain un-
changed. But hope, it séems, can hear
that truth and sfill proceed, whistling
past the graveyard of expeérience.

" Thus, if strength is the shield of peace
and weakness thé way to war and defeat,

* 1t 1s the impact upon our strength that
goncerns me most.

“What is_that impact? Have we not
heard assurance after assurance that our
strength  will be upheld under this
treaty? We have, indeed. )

. .But assurances dre not facts, promises

sre not performarices and I'do not feel
that freedom’s strensth, in' a time of
freedom’s peril, can be armored by
elther. Such strength is a matter of
here and now, not of *if and when.”
Real hope must be founded upon real
strength, =~ oo

© 'There 15 8 _catalog that has been lald
before us of the price in strength we

Cwill pay under this treaty. Have we
seen a stmilar catalog of a Soviet price?

Hope may se¢ such a catalog; reality

does riot. |

merica s price, America’s strength, is

* ihat the tieaty, perhaps gently bilt nohe-

--"theless firmly, ¢loses the dodr of Knowl-
Cedge. T : Goox of Ehow!

{ A

Now the Senaté must pardon”me for
speaking of real weapons In the real
I have sald, the words sound

 world. As
e 1

cl 'jfa,llout“‘ fs less a present threat than

"~ The major heading of this catalog of

h’arsh in the gfoW
does. :

There has been work underway In our-

laboratories toward the design, develop=
ment and test of a device with a yield
of 80 to 100 megatons, Now the door
will c¢lose on that, if this treaty is rati-
fied. Does it close on similar knowledge
for the Soviets? We only know that
they have tested—tested, mind you, not
Just conjectured—devices with yields
approaching that range, and we have
not, and we will not under this treaty.

" We have never tested fully the stam-
ina of our hardened missile emplace-
ments. ‘The treaty will close the door
against such tests, Will it close such a
door for the-Soviets? We only know
that there is evidence that they have
tested—have tested, not theorized—
hardened structures.

Not knowing whether our missile em-
placements or missile sites will with-
stand a severe blast, how can we be sure
of our great deterrent, which is a sec-
ond-strike capability? How can we even
be sure that any missiles will leave their
sites with the lack of knowledge that
we have of the environments to which
they will be subjected? .

Through the eyes of hope, of course,
we see tests of major weapons and sys-
tems as unnecessary. Hope says that
what we have is enough, that these high-
yield devices are of minimum military
efficiency. Lapsing only for a moment
into the language of harsh fact, it is
asked if several 20-megaton devices are
not far better than one 60~ or 100-mega~
ton device. Agaln, the answer must be
along the horizons of knowledge and not
along the edges of the statisticlans ledger
sheet.

Tt is the knowledge of the effect, the
environmental effect, of high-yield ex-
plosions, the sort we have not tested and
will not test under this treaty—it is in
such knowledge that we will be weakened
by this treaty.

Prompt gamma pulses from high-yleld
explosions are known devastatingly to
distort electronic circuitry.

We know very little about that sub-
ject. We know that megaton yields of
which the enemy is capable could ren-
der unusable our entire communications
system. It would even render unusable
our entire domestic electric systems at
astonishingly high distances.
colleagues have not been too well in-
formed in that field, at the end of my
remarks I shall ask consent to have
printed in the Recorp some information
that I have gathered on that subject, but
I shall not offer it now.

" Interference with electronic triggers is
an area of grave concern. So is the ef-
fect upon missile guidance systems. So
grave is the concern, That our military
men must ask if the Soviets do not have
the capability, with the knowledge gained-

"in their exclusive high-yield fests, of
thoroughly disrupfing our retaliatory

missile systems. They must ask if their
systefits ean’ survive the melt-down of
“fisslonable materials by neutron impact,
the effect of X-rays, the disiiuption of
communications and radar blackout from

hove, Truth often ~Beta
‘bhall effects.

‘answer.

Since my .

ey .
e e
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ays, from gamma rays, from fire-

Ask the men who must man the mis-
siles and they say tests are needed. Ask
if the Soviets have not already tested in
this area and we find that we do not
know—but there is ample evidence upon
which to presume that they have.

Ask the man upon whose commnand
rests 80 percent of the strategic striking
power of this Nation: ask General Power
the impact of this treaty upon the
strength about which he knows as much’
as any man. We have all heard his
This treaty is not in the na-
tional interest.

Ask the man whose job it has been to
work with the most advanced weapons
system: ask General Schriever the im-
pact of this treaty. We all have heard
his answer. He felt he could protect his
country better without the treaty.

And what of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
altogether? Remember now, if you will,
only that they finally supported the
treaty because of many safeguards, many
promises, and political advantages of
which others had spoken. But remems-

- ber every other day of your life, every
-day that the time bomb of Communist

treachery ticks closer to detonation, that
they spoke and spoke clearly of military
disadvantages under this treaty.

Pray God that we do not have to re-
member that under attack, weakened
and unprepared.

Remember also their warning that a
state of euphoria would be the most
deadly consequence of the treaty. Re-
member that as we now officially study
increased trade with the Soviets. Re-
member it when the next steps are
taken, the pacts proposed, the asree-
ments sighed. It is not too late to re-
member those things now, but other,
more popular tunes seem to dance in the
air.

I shall not recite the page after page
of cataloging of the U.S. price in strength
that this treaty exacts. Senators know
of them; they have.heard or read them.
They can restudy them. Let me just
sum up the price: Under this treaty we
close the door on sure knowledge of the
survivability of our second-strike capa-
bility, the very capability which, until

_now has been the shield of peace in this

world. We halt the search for the widest
span of nuclear know-how at a point
where the total test yields of the Soviet
are a full third greater than our own.

If I had no knowledge of weapons and
of the enemy, then I would wish also“to
vote for this treaty and share the brief
illusion that it brings. But I have lived
too long with reality, too long with the
men who are dedicated to our defense,
too long with the facts of the enemy’s
dedication, to discard all that I am and
all that I know.

I will vote against this treaty because
it will erode cur military strength, I will
vote against this treaty because it pre-
serves the enemy’s advances in high-
yield weaponry while freeing them to
overtake our lead in low-yield research.
We pay a price; they do not.,

z
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I do not vote against the hope of peace,
but only against the illusion of it. I do
not vote for war, but for the strength
to prevent it.

I have been told, as have others, I am
sure, that to vote against this treaty is
to commit political suicide. .

I will vote against this treaty because
in my heart, mind, soul and coriscience,
I feel it detrimental to the strength of
my country.

If it means political suicide to vote for
my country and against this treaty, then
I commit it gladly. It is not my future
that concerns me. It is my country—and
what my conscience tells me is how best
I may serve it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the first 7 pages of the intro-
duction to a paper prepared by Dr. V. W,
Vodicka, technical director, Joslyn Elec-
tronic Systems Division, and John A.
Kuypers, of Stanford University, may be
printed in the REecorp following my
remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

The immedilate electromagnetic effects of
an atomic explosion are massive and diverse.
These effects can wipe out critical weapons
and communications systems In a few sec-
onds time although the same facilities may
survive in the so-called conventional part
of the attack environment,

There 18 more to a nuclear explosion than
a spectacular visual display, ground and
atmospheric shock waves, heat, and atomic
radiation. These are only part of the nu-
clear attack environment.

Some of the electromagnetic effects (viz.,
Argus) are trans-hemlspheric. All are re-
latively instantaneous. Some effects are
more localized, with a facillty damage radil
.of 100 to 200 miles. .

Qur strategic and tactical defense/offense
systems are required ito survive in periods
of nuclear attack. Some of our facilities
have been designed to withstand tremendous
physical shock and radiation levels. As now
implemented, these same systems (missiles,
ground electronics, command/control and
communications) may not dependably sur--
vive the electromiagnetic nuclear environ-
ment.

Nuclear electromagnetic effects have been
noted since the advent of nuclear explosion
testing. Overwhelming verification of their
existence and scope has been_ built up by
correlation of shot times (most accurately
defilned in forelgn technical papers) with
concurrent working system outages and
damages. This correlation effort by the au--
thors began in 1952 with notations of elec-
tromagnetic effects in the vicinity (200 mile
radius) of the test grounds.

In August 19568 the Argus test -series in
the South Atlantic Ocean caused dramatic
and unpredicted transhemispheric electro-
magnetic disturbances. A low-yield shot at
200 mliles altitude caused the undersea co-
axlal cable across the North Atlantic Ocean
to intermittently fall in function. Corre-
lated outages existed in critical defense sys-
tems at this time but were not published due
to classification of facilities logs.

Soviet instrumentation of our test efforts
deflned our shot times to the second. The
times were published in unclassified tech-
nical papers.

The effects of the Argus test series on com-
merclal and military communications gave
additional verification of the existence of
highly  significant nuclear electromagnetic
effects. A preliminary paper on the subject
was prepared in 1960 and distributed by the
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authors to those who ghould have besn con-
cerned. Since that tlme, much additionsal
material has been undovered. More effects
have been deflned and a good amount of
quantitative data observed and derived. For-
elgn unclassified datg continues t> be a
major source of Information. Our systems
design and implementation remains in the
horse and buggy stage with respect to nu-
clear electromagnetic effects.

Many tactical and strategic weapons, com-
munications, and comrmand systems are not
hard electrically. These systems as now im-
plemented may not survive electronically to
the same degree that they will survive me-
chanically. Catastropliic electrical and elec-
tronic failures can be expected in most mili-
tary facilities which are combined with com-
mercial facilities as now installed to o radius
from ground zero as follows if not properly
protected:

Miles
1 MT fusion, low altitude_______.._____ 20
10 MT fusion, low altitude_.___ . 2
50 MT fuslon, low altitude ... .__.

The catastrophic fallures are defined as:
Vaporization and exploglon of electrical con-
ductors (power distribution and communi-
catlions), egquipment ¢omponent burn out
(especlally solid state devices) and massive
Insulation failures due to both conductor
overheating and electrical stress (over volt-
age) and ionization of dielectric,

Lesser systems failures can be expected
outside of the radli specified above. Both
calculations and actual experience show that
our systems are vulnerable to a lower order
of damage in this eXtended area. These
troubles are on the ordeér of: component fail-
ure, blown fuses, damaged or blown circuit
breakers, grounded protectors, computer con~
fuslon caused by unexpected ground loops,
transient pulses, and unprogramed events
and instructions, disturbance of data trans-
mission facilities. Disruption of radio fre-
quency transmission paths has been partially
recognized but unduly minimized.

Systems troubles are created daily by nat-
ural and manmade ¢lectromagnetic phe-
nomena. The natural effeets include light-
ning and lesser random static discharges,
aurora, magnetic storms, tellurie (earth)
current pattern changes. The manmade ef-
fects include power systems switching tran-
slents, and electrical interferences caused by
arc welding, electric shoe arcing, and elec-
trical power faults which at times cause
radical local ground pdtential changes.

The electromagnetic effects assoclated with
fusion activity have Been partially sorted
out. The Ust includes; .

1. Argus effect: This aurora-like mecha-
nisrn has been noted in every high altitude
test (United States and Soviet) since Au-
gust 1, 1958. This effect can create a man-
made aurora at any desired location equal
in electrical disturbance to any recorded
sun-spot storm.

2. Electromagnetic pulse effect: This effect
has demonstrated its power in every nuclear
test shot. i

Early low-ylield fission test activity caused
concurrent outages on powerlines passing
the general area. Circult breakers on main
feed. lines opened due 'to over voltage con-
ditions induced at distances in excess of 80
miles. This extremely powerful effect has
been observed from the beginning of nuclear
test activities. It contributed to most of the
instrumentation fallutes experienced in
early test efforts. This effect continues to
cause instrumentation trouble because it is
neither recognized nor understood by many
instrumentation systeris design engineers.
The effect cduses potential changes on con-
ductors in excess of 10,000 volts with rise
times in the order of 20 to 100 nanoseconds
and durations of 1 second or more. This
affects burled cable in the vicinity equally
with -any aerial facllities that may be left
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standing. Insulation breakdown from volt-
ages several orders in excess of design stress
are “followed by extremely high currents.
The result is conductor burnout in the im-
mediate vicinity and high voltages passed
down the line to the distant terminal or
other electrical/electronic facility.

3. Neutron fiux effect: This effect is often
masked by eflect No. 2, since 1t takes place
relatively close to the nuclear activity. The
end result of this mechanism is the develop-
ment of abnormal voltages in electrical con~
ductors accompanied by insulation break-
down dué to heat, chemical change, and
electrical stress plus initiation of secondary
radiation along the flux path.

4, Statlc discharge effect: This is similar
in appearance and occurrence to lightning.
It is applicable to radio antennas and other
above-ground facilities which may have sur-
vived the mechanical stresses outside of but
close to & nuclear firebaill., These facilities

 invite massive electrical discharges from the
fireball edge much as a lightning rod. The
currents that would ke experienced are sui-
ficient to melt the structural components
and collapse the facility.

5. Radio Ifrequency transmission effects:
This area has been covered cualitatively in
papers and reports by others but more quan-
titative data correlation work is required.
This 18 especlally true in the low frequency
and ultra low frequency transmission area.
Categorical statements minimizing or point-
ing out the absence of vulnerability of these
transmission media are unrealistic. Large
outages in low frequency and ultra low fre-
quency transmission systems have been ex-
perienced in connecticn with nuclear testihg
activity and are to be reckoned with when
examining systems’ rellability in the nuclear
environment. (See appendix A.)

The wvulnerability of existing facilities
(and future systems) can be reduced with-
out resort to exotic methods. EKnowledge-
able application of systems design and in-
stallation fundamentals and attention to
detail in interface areas is a must. Systems
designers and operations personnel must be
apprised of the electromagnetic effects me-
chansims and quantative results of same.
Existing knowledge must be used and all
known technigues brought to bear on this
problem. The use of fast response, self-
healing circuit protectiorn devices will ma-
terially reduce the aforementioned damage
radil. Certainly, R. & D. design of new trans-
mission systems should proceed. Unique
though not mnecessarily overspohisticated
new systems hrive been proposed which are
far more immune to the electromagnetic
environment than the transmission tech-
nigues now used.

There is a definite need for a focal point
for information regarding the various elec-
tromagentic effects on weapons, command,
and communications systems. The sources
of information are diverse and not always
in themselves knowledgeable as to the “prac-
tical results in working systems”  aspect.
The large range of sources can be realized
by a perusal of the bibliography. Some of
the most significant data available is from
unclassified technical journals from the
U.B.8.R.,, France, and England. Another
group of sources are private industry with
no government ties, and government agencies
who ard systems operators out of the realm
of the defense effort. Definitive studies
and practical analysis of electromagnetic
effects versus defense gystems have been ur-
gently required since before nuclear weapons
became available for use by others than the
United States. As of thig time there is not
80 much as a handbook which can be used
by systems designers as an information
source. The present Mil-Spec series is com-
bletely inadequate to meet thé total reli-
ability requiremnts of cornmunications and
weapons systems facilities. At present the
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Mil-Spec series daes not recognize the real
--integrated EMP problem.

~Where some of. the effects are recognized
but systems solutions not readily apparent,
‘the _problem is clagsified and withheld from
personnel who must have the information
in order to design systemsg that will accom-
modate the problem .

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Presxdent w1Il
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
yield‘? .

Mr. GOLDWA'IER I YIeld.

Mr. THURMOND. I commend the
able Senator from Arizona for his mag-

- nificent statement. The distinguished

.Benator from Arizona is a major general

=in the Air Force Reserve. In performing
" his duties in that capacity he has had oc-
veasion fo, Jearn a great deal about mis-
-siles, rockets, bompers, and nuclear
‘weapons,
subject should bear great weight with
the Senate. He has made a fine con-
- ‘¥ribution, which I am sure will be help-

- Tul to the Senate.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my dis-
tinguished friend from South Carolina,
whose military knowledge I respect
highly. ]

:I'implore my colleagues in the Senate
to read the excerpt from the paper I have
~gisked to have printed in the Rrcorp,
" when the Recorp becomes available to-
It covers a subject we have not
Qiscussed, which is of vital interest to
our survival.

- As these sclentlsts conclude, cata-
: gtrophic electrical and electronic fajlures
can be expected in most military facili-
ties which are combined with commer-
clal facilities.

We are not talkmg about a dlrect hit.

: We are talking about the electromagnetic

~

JImpacts, which some scientists say can
travel 1,100 miles and which some sei-
entists agree can have an effect of 1
megaton of fusion in a low altitude burst
at 20 miles, In fact, as a result of a low-
¥ield shot, at 200 miles altitude the un-

" dersea coaxial cable across the North

Atlantic Qcean was caused to intermit-
tently fail to function.

We know enough about effects to know
. that all modern circultry—all circuits in

. ~ra.dios, all ¢ircuits in radars, all circuits

in_inertial guidance systems, as well as
the electronic triggers which cause the

missiles {0 travel—is now in the process.

.0f belng redesigned, because we do not
know engugh about the effects of the

- electromagnetic pulse to defend and pro-

tect the systems we now have.
.-This one item alone should cause the
Senate to pause before approving this
tmeaty. at least until o time is reached
_when we have an opportunity to find out
““how to protect.our own systems,

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, Premdent will
the Senator yield further? .

Mr. GOLDWATER, I yield.

‘Mr. THURMOND. Is it not true that
the only way we would be able to acquire

- ~.i%he knowledee about which the Senator

has spoken is. by testing in the atmos-
_phere? It is impossible to acquire that
" knowledge by testing underground is it
not?

Mr. GOLDWATER We could acquire
much of the knowledge by testing under-
“ground. We could study the effects of
gamma rays underground.
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Mr. THURMOND. We could acquire
8 portion of the knowledge from under-
ground testing.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes. I have yet
to meet a scientist who will categorically
say we can acquire the information
needed in this way. It cannot be said to
the people of the United States, “We
have a device which we guarantee will
work in the atmosphere~—through a nu-
clear environment, through gamma rays,
through fireball blackout,” unless it is
tested in the atmosphere,

We can develop the theory. We can
do a great deal of experimentation. We
can do much extrapolation from under-
ground testing. But no man can guar-
antee that any weapon will work without
testing it in the environment in which
it must be used.

Mr. THURMOND. The weapon must
be tested in the environment in which it
is to be used in order to determine actu-

_ ally what results will be obtained.

Mr. GOLDWATER. ~Yes.

Mr. THURMOND. Under the treaty,
If ratified, that would be impossible,

Mr., GOLDWATER The Senator i
absolutely correct. I recall that shortly
after our entry into World War II we
tried a torpedo which the scientists told
us would end all naval warfare. We had
never tested it It did not work. We
spent a long time getting the old torpe-
does ready to go.

I wish it were possible for me to vote
for the treaty. I should like to vote for
it. Knowing the scientific and military
facts of life, I think we are asking for
real trouhle if we ratify the treaty.

Mr. THURMOND. I know the great
respect the able Senator from Arizona
has for General Power. I should like to
read a statement General Power made a
few days ago:

In my personal opinlon all sensible people
in this world desire peace and freedom from
But there are two different
theories of how to get there.

One theory is through military superiority
and through deterrence, which is the philoso-
phy of the strategy we have used. There is
another one through disarmament.

I personally think the two theorles are
diametrically opposed. I don’t see how you
can arm and disarm at the same time. I
have studled previous disarmament meas-
ures and in my opinjon dilsarmament is a
proven concept to get you Into s war, I
think history will prove that the surest way
to cause a war, nuclear war or an war, is to
disarm.

I wonder if the Senator from Arizona
is in accord with that statement by Gen-
eral Power.

Mr. GOLDWATER. History = would
make me be in accord with it, even if I
were not inclined to be. The general is
absolutely correct in that statement.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
choice we face here is not easily defined
or described, but many Senators have
part,lclpated in this discussion, and in
going over the record I was deeply im-
pressed with the depth of the study
which the Senate has made of this treaty.

It is now quite clear that the Senate will

ratify this treaty by a substantial margin

above the required two-thirds majority.
One cannot review the many thousands
of words that have been said in the Sen-

“ate concerning the treaty without con-
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cluding that the decision to support it is
sound.

In the simplest terms, what we face is
a choice of risks. Or, to put the matter
in positive terms, a choice of hopes. We
cannot be sure of the benefits which this
treaty offers mankind. On the other
hand, we cannot be certain of the safety
and security .of mankind -without it.

‘With the treaty, we hope that the re-

lentless increase in poisonous radio~
activity in the atmosphere will be halted.
With the treaty, we hope that the rush
of nations to arm themselves with nu-
clear weapons. which threaten annihila~
tion of civilization will be halted, or at
least slowed. With the treaty, we hope
the world can move into an era of mutual
trust and confidence based on perform-~
ance. Not until we see how the Soviet
Union performs under this treaty will
such trust and confidence in it be
merited, but we can well afford the risk
of a probationary period, in my opinion.

To refuse to ratify the treaty will mean
an end to the long-drawn-out negotia-
tions which we initiated in 1946 and have
pressed in various conferences ever since.

Now that we have reached an agree=
ment at long last, limited as it is, we can
be sure that, if we refuse to go through
with the initialed treaty, we face a pro-
longed period of unlimited testing, with-
out hope of another open outer door for
limiting the dangerous effects that will
result.

If the limited test ban is violated, we
will only face the condition we face to-
day and for years to come without any
treaty. Nations would again resume con~
taminating our soil and polluting the
world’s atmosphere and-space.

This decision can and perhaps will play
a vital part in changing the course of
the cold war.” On it certainly ride the
hopes and fears of millions of the world’s

. people, who pray for some cessation of

tensions that build up in the present
nuclear arms race. —_

There are both certainty and uncer-
tainty about the ratification of this
treaty. No treaty is foolproof or has
built-in guarantees of success.

There is certainty, however, among the
neutral and uncommitted nations, num-
bering more than a billion of the world’s
peoples, that this crossing of the outer
threshold with a limited treaty is in their
best interests. These are the innocent
bystanders who know that they would
suffer along with the industrial powers
should a nuclear exchange take place.

They see in this pause in the accelera~
tion - toward greater and more terrible
weapons a chance for a cooling off period
that may—repeat may—Ilead to other
agreements resulting in further easing
of tensions among the atomic powers.

There is certainty also among the
smaller but more industrialized natlons,
many of them our allies, who have not
yet entered the fleld of atomic armament

“but who feel that they must soon make

a fateful decision. This decision will tax
their industrial and scientific capabili-
ties and thrust them into the maelstrom
of atomic weapons development. If
they enter, they will be a part of the
acceleration toward more texrifymg
weapons, ‘
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This proliferation of atomiec power to
many smaller hations, the neutral, the
friendly and those who lust for power
over their neighbors, ralses an interna-
tional danger. A worldwide atomic war
could be triggered when the grave re-
sponsibility of possessing atomic weapons
rests with the irresponsible, War by mis-
caleulation or by blackmail multiplies the
threat we face. If great danger lies in
hgving these weapons in the hands of
three atomic powers, it will be magnified
many times when new nations acquire
even a modest stockpile of weapons.

I believe it is evident that the nations
who have already slgned the pact are
certain that it is in the best interest of
their security. It will allow them the
privilege of abstaining from the arms
race, and being spared the great expense
and attendant dangers of entering into
the atomic club.

They feel, I am sure, that the hope for
negotiations is better if the possessors of
such weapons are few in number, and if
even these are seeking to limit the dan-
‘gers inherent in the arms race.

We cannot avold the knowledge that
more than 90 nations already have sub-
scribed to the treaty. We cannot avoid
being aware that all these other nations
acted with knowledge thet this treaty is
useless without the approval of at least
67 Members of the U.8. Senate.

The overwhelming support which the
treaty has engendered around the world
was clearly evident to Members of the
Benate and House of Representatives
who attended the 52d Conference of the
Interparliamentary Union starting last
week in-Belgrade.  Previously, the Sen~
ate’s attention has been directed to news
dispatches sent to this country from Bel-
grade emphasizing the treaty’s tran-
scenidental importance in the minds of
- the 500 elected lawmakers, representing
nearly 70 national governments, in at-

teridance there. The  US. delegates -

heard speaker after speaker praise the
freaty. - At every hand, day and night,
we were told that the treaty offers new
hope Tor endurmg Deace.

‘One US, Joumalist cab]ed to his read’-

ers: '
It 38 evident to every Senator a,nd Con-
gressingaf attending this global gathering of
parlidmentarians that "if the U.S. Senate
turng its back on the test ban, world opinion
will turn its back on the United States in
a.ggng and_ disappointment.

T heartlly agree with thls journalist’s
appraisal of the conimon viewpoint held
by the delegates at Belgrade. Peace re-
malns the great unifying motive of all
mankind, and leaders of ‘more than 90
fHations have already recognized this
treaty as 8 step in the direction of peate,
or a8 4 step backward and away from the
horrible possibility 6f a nuclear war.

L am very ritich awaré: however, that
Members of the Senate must not let this
‘worldwide display of fervor for the treaty
to Be the controlling factor in thelr de-
Hberations, TIhistead, we must keep in
mind that this phenomenal enthusiasm
“is"the ‘direct result of the lesdership
whifch the 'Unlted ‘States has provided
“along the path of peace. We must re~
‘member that this treaty was our ides in
-the first place, and that we aré now en~
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gaged in testing the courage of our own
convictions. “The record of American
efforts to secure-a worksable limitation on

the testing of nuclear weapons dates back’

to 1946, the year after weapons of this
dimension were employed by this coun-
try to conclude a war that this Nation
had been forced to fight. The report of
the Committee on Foreign Relations re-
cites the details of these efforts, year by
year, through the administrations of
President Truman and: President Eisen-
hower. )

This has never been a partisan issue
with the American people In 1960, both
President Kennedy and his Republican
opponent for the Presidency, the then
Vice President, Mr. Nixon, repeatedly ex-
pressed their hopes that the negotiations
with our allies and with the Soviet
Union, started in 1958 at the urging of
President - Eisenhower would prove
fruitful.

The bxparnsan support which this
treaty has won speaks well for the guar-
antees which it embodies.

The limited test ban treaty, however,
is challenged by its opponents, who as-
sert that it casts a grave doubt on our
continued and continuing superiority in
atomic weapons.. We have been ad-
vised, and I believe properly so, that to-*
day we are the world s strongest atomic
power, both in technology and in the
quantity of our weapouns.

Doubt has been raised, however, that
this limited ban will cause us to lose our
advantage. From all the evidence I have
read, the treaty offers us an opportunity
in which the dangers are minimized.
The values of such & ban, so eagerly de-
sired by the world, offset the uncertain-
ties which are bound to exist ir any such
agreement.

As the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee has declared in its con-
cluding paragraph:

The question is one of weighing relative
risks.

_The fear derives from exposure on
four principal points. These points are:
First. The significance of the 60- to
100-megaton bomb exploded by the
Soviets.

Second. The questlon of the superior-
ity of smaller nuclear weapons,

Third. The development of the anti-
missile missile. :

Fourth. The survwabﬂity of our deter-
rent force.

The record is ﬁlled with testimony on
both sides of these questions. However,
thh the strong testimony from the Joint

Chiefs of Staff, numerous sclentists, our
own leaders on the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee, and our own distinguished
Senate chairmen,‘Senator PasTorE and
Senator ANDERSON, who are experts in
this field, I feel that the advantages of
the limited test ban treaty outweigh the
fears expressed oh these four points by
opponents of the treaty.

On the guestion raised about Russian
superiority because of testing of the 60~
megaton bomb, I believe the judgment

of our military #nd civilian leaders is.

convineing. We were free to explode all
the giant bombs we chose during this
recent period of unconirolled testing.
‘We made a decision, based on our knowl-

L
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edge and strategy, that such weapons
were not necessary. We hased this de-
cision on the fact that our present ar-
senal contains more effective bombs for
selected targets, rather than tem or
bombs of widespread range.

I am further assured by the testimony
that the present state of our art would
be sufficient to quickly procduce such
giant bombs without additional atmos-
pheric testing, if such weapons were later
needed.

On the second point, the versafility
and quantity of our smaller nuclear
weapons, with existihg instruments of
delivery for strategic bombing, give us
great security. True, these weapons have
lower yields, but they still have the power
to wipe out any known military or indus-
trial targets contained in our strategic
plans. The versatility and selectivity of
all types of weapons in our arsenal make
us the world’s stronges!; atomic power.
Our superiority in this fleld of guantity
and types more than offsets any of the
glant bombs the Soviets may produce,

Further, the provision permitting all
kinds of underground testing enables us
to continue, as has been promised by in-
numerable witnesses, to upgrade and up-
date our weapons capability to any ex-
tent necessary.

On the third point, the development
of the antiballistic missile, several chal-
lenges have been made. The testimony is
conclusive that the Joint Chiefs and
atomic experts believe that the problem
here lies in the field of delivery, guid-
ance, and selectivity of targets, rather
than in the field of explosives. Under-
ground testing of explosives is still possi-
ble and the testing of the intercepting
missile itself is one that is permitted since
it would not require atmospheric blasts.

Whatever protection against blackout
or other exotic effects is needed, this
must at all events be buill into the mis-
sile and not into the explosive it is de-
signed to carry.

On the fourth and last point, the vul-
nerability of our hardened missile sites
has been discussed. Here again our ex-
perts are strong in their opinion that

the Russians have gained no more

knowledge in this field than we already
possess. The large yield tests conducted
by the Russians were not effects tests up-
on such sites, and there is no evidence
that they gained this type of data from
their recent, explosior:s.

Thus the evidence I believe we have
from our own leaders, who have spent
years in specializing in this field, would
indicate that both sides will be equally
restricted by the treaty and that neither
would gain a substantial advantage over
the other.

One danger that ¢ould exist has been
dispelled by assurances from the Presi-
dent and from agencies in charge of our
development program that we will ex-
pand and improve our ¢apabilities to de-
tect atmospheric and underwater explo-
sions to even a greater degree than we
NOW DOSSESS.

The chance of cheating by illegal ex-
plosions will be even further reduced by
continued improvernent in our vast de-
tection facilities,
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Also reassuring is the guarantee that
sour laboratory facilities will be held in
o state of readiness so that if the treaty
is breached, we can immediately résume
atmospheric testing on the finding by
others. This ever-ready mobilization

_for further atmospheric testing not only

guarantees our readiness but also keeps
together the experts who have been so

_successful in weapons development in

‘the past. It will also discourage those
who might be inclined to cheat.

This feam could be used promptly
should it be deemed essential for our

. national security, or should the” treaty
or any of its terms be.abrogated by the.

Soviets. . o
These were the réquirements demand-
ed by the Chiefs of Staff. o
" -Their assurances were spelled out in
detail by our military leaders in Testi-
mony before the Subcommittee on De-
fense  Appropridtions when on Au-
gust 20, 1963, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, Mr. Gilpatric, summarized in
these words: ~
We do have in this year’s budget funds
that would support the kind of an under-
ground fest prograii, the kind of nuclear
effects test Tesearch program that would

meet the cohditions that the Joint Chiefs”

put upon their approval of the partial test
ban, ) . )
Those opposed to ratification of the
treaty have charged that it will commit
the United States t0 a process of dis-
armament without preserving the prin-
ciple of inspectiorf, which has been the
cornerstorie of U.S. disarmament policy.
As & number of Senators have pointed

out, this is a falseand misleading pre-

mise. N o
Dr. Harold Browri, director of Defenseé

Research and Engineering, told the For-

elen Relations Coinmittee:
“It does hot limft arms development. It

does not reduce armaments but it does”

reduce arms development. I belleve that
unless we get some kind of arms limltation
as well as malintaining our own military
capability the next 10 years are going to see
further degradation in everyone’s securlty
as other nations obtain nuclear Wweapons,
1ess Tesponsible ones” than have them now,
I_think that will make everyone less se-
cure. T e e e

1 don't say this treaty is going 0 solve

~that or produce the millenium but I think

in the absence of this treaty, which has

. represeiited the first step, 1o one can go on

to, anyth’invg‘ elsg.ﬁ

" We have been reminded continually

durihg the course of this most worth-
while debate that the U.S. Senate must
take into account, not only the hopes
and aspirations of the American people,
but public opinion throughout the world
as it considers this limited nueclear test
consideration to tjqe_ security and wel-
the United States.
gratory to this treaty, we have
_puarantee that the Unifed

s s

We have the solel: of th -
tary of Défense and the Chairman of the

Joint Chiels of Staff that the treaty of-

fers the United States clear ard indis-

putable advantages.

eral Taylor said: :
- The Jolng Chiefs of Staff Have reached the
determination that while there are military

-

ban treaty. We will, of course, give first

ntain {ts present security.
olemn word of the Secre~"
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disadvantages to the treaty, they are not

so serlous as to render it unacceptable * * *
it is the judgment of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that, if adequate safeguards are estab-
lished, the risks inherent in this treaty can
be accepted in order to seek the important
gains which may be achieved through a
stabllization of international relations and
a move toward. a peaceful environment in
which to seek resolution .of our differences.

In the same vein, the Secretary of

"Defense, Mr. McNamara, declared:

The risks under the treaty are either small
or under control, and the values of the treaty
are substantial even if we consider only the
military area. The scales are clearly tipped
in favor of the treaty, Mr. Chairman. It

.has my unequivocal support.

The risk, well recognized though not
clearly defined, that this treaty promises
to reduce is the hazard that mankind
will suffer for generations to come if

" atmospheric testing is not stopped. This

is the risk that is recognized. This risk
we assumed in- the interest of national
security when the development of weap-
ons required it. It is a risk which can
now be reduced.

Most .of the people who have written
to ask me to vote for ratification have
been concerned primarily with the dan-
ger of radioactive fallout from contin-

_ ued, atmospheric testing, A letter from

a 26-year-old resident of Norman, Okla,,
is fairly typical. "Sheésaid: )

I am 26 years old, the mother of two small
children. This is my first letter to a legis-
lator. I was nudged into actlon by a recent
news story which quoted the Public Health
Service as saying the amount of radioactive
strontium 90 in the Natlon’s milk this May
was almost twice that of a year ago. I want
to make it absolutely clear that I am totally
in favor of the pending fest ban treaty, and
of any further steps taken to reduce the
threat of nuclear war or of radioactive pot-

- soning from the current arms race.

“Mhis writér wént ol fto express her

“concern that the FYederal Radiation

Council has not established firm stand-
ards regarding the hazards of radioactive
exposure to human health. I share her
feelings, and I urge my colleagues who
are members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy to keep pressure applied
to this problem. In June of this year, I
noted, the Subcommittee on Research,
Development, and Radiation of this Com-
mittee held extensive hearings on this
subject. At the conclusion, the council

. promised to provide such guidelines.

This subcommittee was told that after
tests were started by the Soviet Union in
1961, the fallout rate rose sharply. By
the end of 1962, more flssion products
were put into the atmosphere than in all

preceding years of testing—and the So-

viets were largely to blame.

The contamination of space and of
the atmosphere by past tests has been
a danger to all forms of life on this
planet. Carried by rain and by air cur-
rents, no one is exempt from its danger-
ous effects. For peculiar reasons, the de-

posits eollect irregularly in certain aress.
But sooner or later, the fallout that is

shot into space or air will reach the
earth, What is the point at which,
in our efforts to be secure, we contami-

nate the very elements which sustain
Tites . walen = sustali

Of this we can be sure: Unlimited at-
mospheric and space explosions of big-

FEEEN

ger and blgger yield bombs will bring us
closer to the time when the testing can
be dangerous to life and can contaminate
the food supplies of wide areas of the
world. The prevention of such contami-
nation, through limiting atmospheric
and space testing, is vital to our very
existence. -

The common sense and common hopes
of the American people have been as-
serted once more in unmistakable terms.
Since the founding of our Nation, we
have sought peace and understanding
among men. It has been a risky road,
but is one we willingly take. It can lead

iall humanity to a better world.

— .
EFFECTS ON NUCLEAR WEAPONSi

AND COMMUNICATIONS OF CER-
TAIN PHENOMENA INDUCED BY
NUCLEAR BLASTS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, an
article appearing in the September 16,
1963, issue of Missiles and Rockets, car-
rying the title “Soviets May Have Ulti-
mate ABM,” contains a number of. sub-
stantial inaccuracies in -the form of
errors of fact and misleading state-
ments, which should be corrected.

At the outset, the Missiles and Rock-
ets article notes concern over the possi-

bility that the electromagnetic pulse .

created by exploding very-high-yield nu-
clear weapons could deactivate U.S. mis-
siles in their silos. It iz stated that this
concern is behind the opposition by
many high military officers and nuclear
seientists to the nuclear test ban treaty.
The article fails to state that the over-
whelming majority of both the military
leaders and leaders in the field of nu-
clear science have registered support for
the treaty. These include the Secretary
of Defense, his Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering, the Joini
- Chiefs of Staff, and the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission. These are
the men who are primarily responsible
for the military security of the United

States, and also the ones who have ac--

cess to all available information upon
which to reach a judgment concerning

the existence or nonexistence of certain .

vulnerabilities in our retaliatory nuclear
forces.

Possible uncertaintie§ concerning the
effects of electromagnetic pulse on U.S!
missile systems, as well as other uncer-
tainties, were in the mind of Secretary
of Defenser McNamara when he ad-
dressed the problem of missile-site
survivability, in testifying before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on
August 13, 1963.° The Secretary of De-
fense stated:

Our missile force is deployed so as to as-
sure that under any conceivable Soviet first
strike, a substantial portion of it would re-
main in firing condition. Most of the land-
based portion of the force has been hard-
ened, ag well as dispersed. Minuteman silos
are designed to withstand thermsdl and pres-
“gure” éffects and ground motion effects of
‘typical Soviet weapons detonated at rela-
tively close quarters.

-The Minuteman control posts are pro-
tected by extreme hardening. In addition,
we_have duplicative facilities which will in
the future include the capability of launch-
ing each individual Minuteman by a signal

from airborne control posts.
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Uncertalnties * * * will continue to be
compensated for by conservative designs,
wide dispersal and large guantities of mis-
siles.

Dr. Harold Brown, in testimony before
the same committee oh August 21, 1963,
addéd the following: .

In the future we expect we will be able to
fire advanced U.S. missile systems on the
basts of a signal sent out from an aircraft
without requiring survival of the launch
control centers, which presently send the
sigral to lmunch the misslle, and without re-
quiring survival of their cable connections
to the missile site. . -

This will eliminate any effect of vulner-
abilily of launch control centers or of con-
trol cabling.

Therefore, those who are best quali-
fied to judge have contluded that any
uticertainties regarding EMP—electro-
magnetic pulse—do not constitute an
unacceptable risk to the Nation’s secur-
ity in entering into the nuclear test ban
trealy.

The Missiles and Rockets article has
indigated that the “ultimate” ABM may
be one which de-activates missiles in
their silos. The statement is made
that’ ) :

Achievement by the Soviets of the cap-
ability of using their first strike offensive
weapons simultaneously as defénsive weap-
ong that would destroy the electronics of
U.8. silo-basedmissfles would wipe out the
abllity of the Un#ted States tc retaliate.

This statement is imprecise and n-
accurate in several important respects.

First, the U.S. retaliatory capability
is derived from large numbers of weap-
ons of various yields, eapable of being
delivered on target by a variety of
mealis—the “weapons mix.” Our stra-
tegie refaliatory forces consist today of
land-based missiles, such as Minuteman,
Titan, and Atlas; sea-based missiles,
such as the submarine-launched Polaris;
and long-range aircraft, primarily B-
52’s;. The sea-based and aireraft-deliv-
erable weapons which today constitute
the great bulk of the U.S. retaliatory
foree would be unaffected by any possible
EMP vulnerability pertaining to the
land-based missiles. )

Second, with regard to the ability of
our land-based missiles, and, in particu-
lar, our hardened Minuteman systems,
to sitrvive a Soviet surprise attack, Sec-
retary McNamara has stated:

We know, and. the Soviets know, that in
the event of a surprise Soviet first strike, at
least a substantial proportion ¢f our Min-
uteman missiles will survive.

On the question of a possible EMP
vulnerability of our land-based missiles,
the Missiles and Rockets garticle cites
Gen. Thomas 8. Powers, commander of
the Strategie e Command, as having
expressed- “fear * * * in depth.,” Gen-
eral Power is an outspoken critic of the
nuclear test ban. However, during the
course of hearings before the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommitiee, headed
by the -Senats¥ from Mississippl [Mr.
STENNIS, General Power was asked the
- question:

Concerning the Minuteman system, do you
have gonfidence in the #bility of this system
to perform its assigned misstoh?

‘Géneral Power replied:
Yes, I do. I bave a high confidence factor.
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Cieneral Power, whose testimony be-
fore the Stennis subcommittee is fre-
quently referred to in the Missiles and
Rockets article, may disagree with the
Secretary of Defense on the degree of
uncertainty that is acceptable to him;
but there geems to no apparent dis-
agreemen} with respect.-to the conclu-
sion that our Minuteman system is one
upon which the United States can justi-
fiably rely. i

It would also be well to clear up some
of the confusion created by the Missiles
and Rockets article i categorizing as an
antiballistic missile ‘a possible Soviet
weapon designed tp knockout US.
missile silos, The , popular concep-
tion of an ABM is one which is de-
stened to imtercept and destroy incom-
ing missiles. A weapodns system with the
assigned mission of {destroying enemy
missiles prior to being'launched is gener-
ally referred to as a ¢ounterforce weap-
on. However, the Missiles and Rockets
article has, unfortunately, lumped the
two different concepts together in such
a way as to misinform the resder.

For example, the article contains the
statement: : g

Tlie Soviet lead in tantihalnstic mlssile
development has been acknowledged even
by administration supporters in the test ban
debates. It is based on the long range abil-
1ty of strong electromagnetic pulses to crip-
ple the elecironlcs system of a missile so
that it cannot be fired, | '

The view as to the relative capabili-
ties of the United States and the U.3.S.R.
in the ABM fleld, as considered by the
administration officials in the test ban
debates, was based on the generally ac-
cepted notion of a defense against in-
coming warheads tha$ had already been
laurched. The question of electromag-
netie pulse ralsed in the article is irrele-
vant to this generally held conception
of an ABM system. Céncerning the sub-
stance of whether the United States or
the Soviet Union is ahead in the devel-
opment of an ABM system, Secretary
McNamarea has stated:

The best present judgment is that our
design efforts are comparable in magnitude
and success with those ¢f the Soviets. Any
deployed systém which the Boviets are like~
ly to have in the near Puture will probably
not be as effective, almost certainly not more
effective,” than the Nike-Zeus system. It
sBhould be noted .that the United States de-
cided not to deploy the Nike-Zeus because
its effectiveness was inadequate,

Dr. Brown has expressed his view of
the relative capabilities of the two sides,
as follbws: ]

I think we are roughly comparsble (the
United States and USSR.). If I were
forced to say one side or the other is ahead
on knowledge, I would say that we wers, but
I don’t think that is a yery firm statement
on my part. |

_A better judgment, I think, is that we are
about egual.

In the Missiles and Rockets article,
we elso find, in reference to the Pre-
paredness Subcommitéee report, the fol-
lowing: ‘

It noted that the character of the recent
Soviet high-yield tests indicated they were
centered upon antihallistic missile develop-
ment, . i

This statement, lil{e the statement
previously discussed, is misleading in

absorbing a Soviet first strike.
L L
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implying a connection with electromsgp-
netic phenomiena, and is similarly ir-
relevant. Moreover, it eonfuses. Soviet
high-yield tests with high-altitude ex-
periments. The Stennis subcommittee
report referred to a series of high-alti-
tude operations which, if properly in-
strumented, could have provided sub-
stantial and important data on. various
types of radar blackcut and nuclear
effects relevant to the solution of vari-
ous problems in conmnection with ABM
development. As to relative knowledge
in the field of these nuclear effects, Dr.
Brown has stated:

With respect to high altitude tests car-
ried out for the purpose of determining the
effects of nuclear bursts on communications
blackout, radar blackout, and nuclear
wenpons wvulnerabllity, Sovielt and United
States experience appear to be comparable.

Each side has had ahoul the same number
of tests, over yield ranges and altitude
ranges which are comparable though not
identical, the number of nuclear tests car-
ried out by related missile tests appears to
be about the seme although clifferent tech-
nigues for making the measurements were
uzed by the two countries. .

Finally, the thrust of the Missiles and
Rockets article is"contained in the state-
ment that:

EMP, however, might be capable of in-
capacitating a great number of missiles at
once.

Secretary McNamara, in refererice to
missile site vulnerability, stated—

The most pessimistic view * * * gugpests a,
vulnerability ratlo for our hardened, dis-
persed Minuteman sites of less than two
sites killed on the average by a single very=
large yleld Soviet missile.

The numbers of missiles on each side
are such that a 3-for-1 kill ratio would
leave the United States with the capa-
bility to destroy the Soviet Union, afte:/

[y

o

Y TO KENNEDY TAX SPEECH

MILLER. Mr. President, last eve=
he President of the United States
fore the American people on tel-
evision \and radio to seek, as is his pre-
rogative\fo build up public opinion in
support his position that his tax cut
bill is in national interest.

We trust {hat equal prime time will
be given by tRe television and radio sta-
tions to enable the other side of the
argument to ba\heard by the American
people. And ingrder that public opin-
lon will have a fAir chance to be fairly
developed, we trusi\that the other media
of the press will to it that equal
coverage in an equa\ly prominent place
is given to the opposWe viewpoint. For
exammple, I note” that f\ont page coverage
was given by several nkwspapers to the
President’s speech. ould be only
only fair to hawe an eqial amount of
fromnt page coverage given
papers to those 6f us who
the President’s argument. *
ticularly so, in light of the
own evaluation of the tax cut bNI, when
he said: .

No more important legislaticn wi
before the Congress this year.

Let everyone understand that alk of
us agrge with the President that the

&

come
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The Senate nlet injexecutive session
at 10 o'clock am. ahd was called to
order by the President pro tempore.

Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING, a Sen-
ator from the State of New York, offered
the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, we commend
ourselves to Thee. Wil§f Thou guide our
minds, our hearts, and ips i

- paired in health or suffering in some

manner ynknown to thejr colleagues.

We thank Thee for phe help Thou
hast given in the past tojour Nation and
to those of us who endeayor to serve our
Nation in the Halls of Cdngress.

We ask it in Thy narhe on this day
of dedication. Amen.

~Mr. MANSFIELD. M}. President, I
wish to take this meand to express to
the distinguished Senafor from New
York [Mr. Keatine] my Jdeep apprecia-

think it was in the best] possible taste.
I believe the Senate is
distinguished Member of the Senate for
the prayer he offered in the Senate
Chamber this morning.

[COMMENTS ON SENATORS' DEC;H

SIONS ON THE NUCIAEAR TEST
BAN TREATY
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

+ haye been disturbed by a trend during
the course of the debate on the guestion

of Senate approval of the nuclear test
ban treaty, as reflected by a tendency on
the part of columnists, commentators,

- cartoonists, and organizations, to ques-

tion the integrity and motives of Sena-
tors in connection with their decisions
to vote elther for or against Senate ap-

 proval of the treaty.

In miy opinion the treaty has caused a
great deal of soul searching by the great
majority of Senators.

tion with his consideration of the treaty,
because I know each Senator has given
the mafter deep and thoughtful consid-

‘ eraﬂon; and I am sure each Senator is

I do not, question -
the motive of any Senator in connec- -

WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 1963

~ Senate

aware of the terrible responsibility which
is his as an elected official.

No Senator has been irresponsible. No
Senator has sought to delay the Senate’s
consideration of the treaty. No Senator
has advocated anything except what he

" thought would be in the best interests
of the United States. ;

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that
"when this issue is decided, no columnist,
comme%tator, cartoonist, or organiza-
tion will impugn the patriotism or good

faith of any Senator, but that, instead,

all will realize that the Senate, in ils
collective wisdom, will have done its
best in facing this knotty and difficult
question.

Insofar as patriotism, integrity, and
responsibility are concerned, these labels
should be applied equally to all Sena-
tors—both to Senators who vote in favor
of Senate approval of the treaty and t

"Senators who vote against it. }

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
TOMORROW AT 10 A M.

Mr. MANSFIELIJ. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous corjsent that when the
Senate concludes ifs business today, it
adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morn-
ing. _

. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is s¢ ordered.

, Mr. MANSFIELD) Mr. President, I
ask that the Senate low proceed to con-
sider the nominatiorl on the Executive
Calendar. ’

'COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

The legislative clerkijread the nhomina-
tion of George L. Mehken, of California,
to be a member of the Board of Directors
of the Commodity Creflit Corporation.

The PRESIDENT pr tempore. With-

“out objection, the nopmination is con-
firmed. '
Mr. MANSFIELD. [Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately ngtified of the con-
firmation of this nomirmtion.
The PRESIDENT pr¢ tempore. With-

.
-—

out objection, the Pre§ident will be noti-
fied forthwith.
Mr. MANSFIELD.

" The nomination has the unanimous ap-

proval of the committde, and meets with
the approval of th_e leddership.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE LEGIS-
LATIVE BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD.| Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, as in legis-
lative session, there pe a morning hour,
and that statementsjin that connection
be limited to 3 minuyftes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
out objection, it is $o ordered.

With-

. MansFIELD, and by
, the reading of the
ceedings of Wednes-
1963, was dispensed

On request of
unanimous consen
Journal of the pr
day, September 1§
with.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATH SESSION

On request of Mr. MansFI1eLp, and by
unanimous conseqt, the Subcommittee
on Housing, of thd Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, was authorized to
meet during the gession of the Senate -
today. )

PERSONAL $TATEMENT BY
SENATOR| ROBERTSON

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous cdnsent to have printed
in the Recorp at phis point as a part of
my remarks twolitems from the news
ticker, dealing with my complaint that
an Associated Press story last Monday
misrepresented tHe views I expressed in
a Senate speech ¢pposing ratification of
the limited nuclear test ban treaty.

There being np objection, the items
were ordered to b printed in the REcoRrD,
as follows:

16551
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waszineToN.—Senafor A, WrLris Roszrr-
soN, Democrat, of Virginia, complained in the
Senate today that an Associated Press story
last Monday misrepresented the views he ex-
pressed in a Senate speech opposing ratifica-
tion of the limited nuclear test ban treaty.

ROBERTSON sald in the Monday speech:

“Knowing what I do about the millitary
issues involved, I would violate the dictates
of my consclence if I voted for the pending
treaty.”

In the Assoclated Press story, g sentence
inténded to quote RORERTSON as saying it
would violate his conscience to support the
treaty guoted him inadvertently as saying
that he would “violate the dictates of my
consclence” to support the pact.

A correction was sent later but the original
. version of the story was published in some
newspapers.

ROBERTSON told the Senate today he had
seen the erroneous story in Monday’s edition

of the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner. IHe
read a telegram he sent to that newspaper
asking that it publish a correction “making
clear that I oppose the treaty, that I am go-
ing to vote against it, and that I said so in
my fioor speech, Monday, September 16.”

RoseErTSON told the Senate the Assoclated
Press is ‘'a fine agency and they did not mean
to misrepresent me,” but added: “I have re-
ceived telegrams and letters which expressed
the feeling that the writers were shocked that
a man would violate his conscience by voting
for the treaty.”

Senator Husenr H. HuMPHREY, Democrat,
of Minnesota, told Roserrson, “I know the
distinguished Senator from Virginia is not
really worried about this misquotation be-
cause there is not a living mortal In Virginia
or ocutside Virginia who would ever believe
that the Senator from Virginia would vote
against his conscience and what his con-

. sclence directs him to do.”

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment: . :

H.R. 772. An act to provide for the transfer
for urban renewal purposes of land pur-
chased for a low-rent housing project in the
city of Detroit, Mich. (Rept. No. 508); and

H.R.4842. An act to amend the Federal
Credit Unlon Act to extend the time of an-
nual meetings, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. 508).

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE OR-
GANIZATION OF CONGRESS—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE—INDI-
VIDUAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL
VIEWS (S. REPT, NO. 504)

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from
the Commlittee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, I report favorably, with an
amendment, the concurrent resolution
(S. Con, Res. 1) to create a joint com-
mittee to study the organization and
operation of the Congress and recom-
mend improvements therein, and I sub-
mit a report thereon, together with the
individual views of the Senators from
Pennsylvanla [Mr. Crirg and Mr.
Scorr), and the supplemental views of
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarxl. I ask unanimous cohsent that
the report be printed, including the in-
dividual and supplemental views.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HarT
in the chair). The report will be re-
ceived, and the concurrent resolution will

CONGRESSIONAL REQORD — SENATE

be placed on the calendar; and, without
objection, the report will be printed, as
requested by the Senator from Arizona.

i

AUTHORIZATION PFOR FORMER
PRESIDENTS TO ADDRESS THE
SENATE—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE (S. REPT. NO. 505)

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr, President, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I report favorably, with amend-
ments, the resolution (S, Res. 78) admit-
ting former Presidents of the United
States to a seat in the Senate as Senators
at Large with certain privileges, and I
sabmit a report thereon.

"The PRESIDING O CER. The re-
port will be received and printed, and
the resolution will be placed on the
calendar. :

o — A ——. e

GERMANENESS OF DEBATE UNDER
CERTAIN CONDITIONS—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE-—INDIVIDUAL
VIEWS (8. REPT. NO. 507)

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, I report favorably, with amend-
ments, the resolution (S. Res. 89) pro-
viding for germaneness of debate under
certain conditions, and I submit a report
thereon, together with the individual
views of the Senators from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crarx -and Mr. Scorrl. I ask
unanimous consent that the report be
printed, together with the individual
views. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and the resolution
will be placed on the calendar; and, with-
out objection, the report will be printed,
as requested by the Senator from Ari-
zona.

MEETINGS OF COMMITTEES WHILE
SENATE IS IN SESSION—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE—INDIVIDUAL
VIEWS (8. REPT. NO. 506)

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I report favorably, without amend-
ment, the resolution (8. Res, 111)
amending rule XXV of the standing
rules relative to meetings of committees
while the Senate is in session, and I sub-
mit a report thereon, fogether with the
individual views of the Senators from
Pennsylvania [Mr. ARK and Mr.
Scorrl. I ask unanimous consent that
the report be printed, together with the
iIndividual views.

Ths PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and the resolution
will be placed on the calendar; and, with-
out objection, the report will be printed,
as requested by the Senator from Ari-
zona. !

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BIBLE (by request):

S.2165. A bill to provide for regulation of
the professional practice of Certified Public
Accountants in the District of Columbia, in-

N
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cluding the examination, licensure, registra-
tlon of Certified Public Accountants, and for
other purposes; and

9. 2156. A bill to provide that the Commis-
sloners may accept or permit the acceptance
of the performance by volunteers of services
for and on behalf of the municipal govern-
ment of the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. JOENSTON (by reguest):

8,2167. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to provide for the payment of
local telephone service in private homes;

S.2158. A bill to clarify the intent of Con-
gress with respect to certain annuity increase
legislation; and

S.2159. A bill to extend life insurance and
health benefits coverage to non-U.8. citizen
employees, and health benefits coverage to re-
tired non-U.8. citizen employees, whose
permanent duty station is or was in the
Canal Zone; to the Committee on Post COffice
and Civil Service.

NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY—;
RESERVATIONS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I submit;
two reservations to the nuclear test ban
treaty and ask that they be printed. I
ask that the two reservations be printed
at this point in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskig in the chair). The reservations *
will be received, printed, and will lie on
the table; and, without objection, the
reservations will be printed in the
RECORD. )

The reservations are as follows:

Before the perfod at the end ol the resolu-
tion of ratification insert a comma and the
following: “subject to the reservation, which
is hereby made & part and condition of the
résolution of ratification, that the instru-
ment of ratification of the treaty by the
United States shall not be deposited as pro-
vided by paragraph 3 of article III thereof
until the President shall have determined
and certified to the Senate that all assess-
ments for the financing of peace and secu-
rity operations of the Unifed Nations, here-
tofore made by the United Nations upon the
Union of Soviet Socilalist Republics, have
been fully paid”.

Before the period at the end of the reso-
lution of ratification insert a comma and
the following: “subject to the reservation,
which is hereby made a part and condition
of the resolution of ratification, that the
instrument of ratification of the treaty by
the United States shall not be deposited as
provided by paragraph 3 of article III there-
of until such treaty has been revised by the
original parties so as to provide for a sys-
tem of on-site inspections adequate to detect
any violation thereof, and advice and con-
sent to the ratification of the treaty as so
revised has been given by the Senate”.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, first, T
have offered a reservation providing that
the U.S. instrument of ratification of
this treaty not be deposited until the
President has determined and certifled
to the Senate that all assessments for
the financing of peace and security oper-
ations of the United Nations made by
the UN. upon the Soviet Union have
been fully paid by the Soviet Union.

I note that in the preamble of this
treaty which the Soviet Union signed
there is mention of actions to be taken—-
and here I quote the language of the
treaty—"in accordance with the objec-
tives of the United Nations”.

T submit then, that if we are to believe
thrat the Soviet Union is at long last to
adhere to the objectives of the United

]

Approved For Release 2007/01/20 C%IA-R‘DP65800383R000100200004-6



1963

Nations it is not unreasonable ‘to ask
that the Boviet Union demonstrate her
good faith by paying up the $52,622,137
-arrearage she has amassed.

Fof 18 years the Soviet Union has done
its utmost to sabotage the United Na-
tions—through 101 security council ve-
toes, by réfusing payment of dues for
peace operations, by the troika plan for
three Secretaries General, and by prop-
aganda abuse. And yet, after the Cuban
missile ctisis Premier Khrushchev said—
and I quote—that he ‘“passionately
wished the U.N. to develop as an instru-
ment of strengthening peace and of or-
ganizing cooperation between states.”

I suggest that this Senate give the
Premier his opportunity of achieving his
“passionate” desire. If this is to be a
peacemaking treaty and a cooperation
treaty, we need some assurance that the
Soviets really mean it this time.

The Soviet Union owes the United
Nations Emergency Force a total of $15,-
638,166. She owes the United Nations
Operatlon in the Congo a total of $36,~
084,971, 'These are legal obligations of
the United Nations according to a ruling
of the International Court of Justice.
If legal obligationis are not paid, the U.N.
will eventually flounder in bankruptcy.

-Before we accept a Soviet pledge in a
treaty which quotes the objectives of the
Utiited Nations, we must have some dem-
onstration that the Soviets will support
the U.N. and its objectives.

Mr. President, I ask that a table list-
ing Soviet arreaiages be/printed at this
point in my remarks, and that at the
conclusion of my remarks there be in-
serted explanatmns of the U.N. fiscal
crisis from three sources: First, U.S.
News & World Report; second, the Senate
Republican policy committee; and third,
& speech by Richard N. Gardner Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Interna-
tional Organization Affairs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

‘The following table lists the assessments
and arresrs of the Soviet Unlon with regard
to UNEF and ONUC as of July 31, 1963:

Umted Natzons ‘Emergency Force’ (UNEF)
(In U.8, dollars] ’

: =<

. . Assessment . Arrears
1087 e 2,060,676 | 2,050,676
1958 3, 406, 000 05, 000
3050 e e 2,070, 921 2, 063, 805
1960. - . , 721, 032 2, 706, 146
1861 2,562,085 | 2, B4R, 457
1082 é.)'an 1 to June 30, 1962)..] 1,459,576 , 444, 204
1963 (July 1to Dec. 31, 1963).__| 1,419,878 | 1,419,878

Total due (as of July 31,
1043) 16, 638, 166
United‘ Natwns Operation in the Congo ~
7 . (ONUC) :
‘{In U.8. dollars] .
: AS5688- Arrears
) - ment

July ‘1 to Doc, 31, 1060...___.| 6,506,425 | 6,508, 425
Jan. 1 to Oct. 31, 1961__ -| 13,401,828 [ 13,491,828
Nov, 1, 1961, to June 30, 11,976,000 ) 11,964, 504
Tuly'i io Dec. 31, 1963.."_. 4,032,200 | 4,032,200
e 36,984, 971

-

CONGRESSION AL RECORD — SENATE

Notes on table:

The assessments for each year through 1962
are taken from “Information on the Opera-
tions and Financing of the United Nations,”
Jjoint committee print of Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations and House Committee
on Foreign Affairs, 87th Congress, 2d session,
and supplement to joint committee print.

The cost of both the UNEF and ONUC op-
eration was financed from July 1962 through
June 1963 by the U.N. bond issue.

The assessments for 1963 are from TU.N.
Doct. ST/ADM/SER.B/174.

The arrears as at July 31, 1963, are from
U.N. Doct. ST/ADM/SER.B/176.

Note that for certain years Soviet arrears
are less than the assessment. This does not
indicate that the Soviet Union has paid a
portion of its assessment but rather com-
prises credits from the U.N. tax equaliza-
tion fund.

(For explanations, see exhibit 1.)

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I now
turn to my second reservation.

It provides that the U.S. instrument of
ratification of this treaty not be depos-
ited until the original parties to the
treaty have revised the treaty so as to
provide for a system of on-site inspec-
tions adequate to detect any violation
of the treaty. The reservation provides
also that the Senate shall advise and
consent to the required revision of the
treaty.

I believe that any party which intends
in good faith to observe the treaty will
accept on-site inspection to prove its
good faith. If this treaty is desired in
good faith, then every party to it should
demonstrate that good faith. Only on-
site inspection can assure this treaty’s
effectiveness. Since the hopes of the
world already have been pinned on the
treaty, it is but little to ask that it be
made positively effective.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in my
remarks a report which outlines past
U.S. insistence upon on-site inspection,
which insistence rightly developed into a
major tenet of U.S. policy for peace.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INSPECTION FOR DISARMAMENT

Throughout the postwar years it has been
a major tenet of U.S. disarmament policy
that this country would enter a disarmament
agreement only if it provided for methads to
verify that the agreement was being observed
by all parties. The history ol prewar dis-
armament experlence was interpreted to show
the need for inspection to accompany dis-
armament. President Eisenhower said at
Geneva in 1955:

“No sound and reliable agreement can be
made unless it is completely covered by an
inspection and reporting system adequate to

‘support, every portion of the agreement.

“The lessons of history teach us that dis-
armament agreements without adequate re-
ciprocal inspection increase the dangers of
war and do not brighten the prospects of
pebce.”

Harold Stassen, then the Speclal Assistant
to the President for Disarmament, stated
the following year:

1 Statement by President Eisenhower at
the Geneva Conference of Heads of Govern-
ment, July 21, 1956. Department of State.
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-59, vol, 1,
pp. 484-487.
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“History shows that any time you make
an agreement that you cannot Inspect, the
agreement itself becomes a source of doubts
and rumors, suspicions, charges, counter-
charges, and actually increases the dangers
of war, instead of improving the prospect of
peace.” 2

A decade before this, however, in 1946
the first postwar U.S. proposal on the inter-
national control of atomic energy had al-
ready contained inspection as a key element.
Bernard Baruch, in presenting the proposal
to the United Nations Atomic Energy Com-
mission on June 14, 1946, included inspection
and freedom of access for control purposes
among the fundamental features of a plan
to control nuclear energy. He said:

“Adequate Ingress and egress for all quali-
fled representatives of the Authority must
be assured.” ?

Similarly, early U.S. proposals on conven-
tional armaments and armed forces gave
heavy weight to inspection provisions. A
paper on U.S. views submitted to the United
Nations on May 18, 1958, stated:

“The reporting, Inspection, and verifica-
tion of the elements of the military and
paramilitary establishments of the signatory
nations ls considered the most important
safeguard for the regulation and reduction
of conventional armaments and armed
forces.” ¢

In an address to the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly on October 24, 1950, President
Truman included as one of the three basic
principles for any successful disarmament
plan:

“Third, the plan must be foolproof.
Paper promises are not enough. Disarma-
ment must be based on safeguards which
will insure the compliance of all nations.
The safeguards must be adequate to glve
immediate warning of any threatened vio-
lation. Disarmament must be policed con-
tinuously and thoroughly. It must be
founded upon free and open interchange of
information across national borders.”®

Inspection continued to be included in
the prineiples which,the United States main-
talned were essential in a disarmament pro-
gram. On_April 24, 1852, the United States
proposed as essential principles for a dis-
armament program that international agree-
ments on the subject “must provide an effec-
tive system of progressive and continuing
disclosures. and verification of ‘all armed
forces and armaments, including atomic, to
achieve the open world in which alone there
can be effective disarmament.” ®

As early as 1952 the importance of “on-
the-spot” inspection (which later in the
test ban negotiations was known as on-site
inspection) was spelled out. A U.S. working
paper submitted to the United Nations Dis-
armament Commission on April 5, 1952;
stated:

‘“The system of disclosure and verification
is an Integral part of the system of safe-
guards which must be established to ensure
observance of the over-all program of
regulation, limitation and balanced reduc-
tion of armed forces and armaments, so as
to provide for the prompt detection of viola-
tions while at the same time causing the
minimum degree of interference in the in-

2Hearing before a subcommittee of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, Jan. 25,
1956, pp. 20-21.

3 Statement of June 14, 1946.
on Disarmament, op. cit., p. 15.

¢« Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
Subcommittee on Disarmament, Disarma-
ment and Security, a collection of documents,
1919-55, p. 282.

5 Documents on Disarmament, op. cit., p.
258. ’

s Collection of documments, op. cit., p. 86.

Documents
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ternal life of each country. It will not be
adequate to provide merely for the verifica-
tion of disclosed information. In addition,
provision must be made for determining the
adequacy of the disclosed information,
through broad general powers of “on-the-
spot” inspection, through access to statistical
data permitting ‘Independent confirmation
of required reports and through aerial sur-
veys.” 1

The importance of having any disarma-
ment agreement accompanied by adequate
inspection was reiterated by governmental
officials on countless occasions. For exXample,
speaking to the First Committee of the Gen-
eral Assembly on January 14, 1987, U.S. rep-
resentative, Henry Cabot Lodge, stated:

“Deeply as we are convinced of the desir-
ability of a reliable agreement and of the
dangers in the absence of agreement, we
have nonetheless concluded that a bad agree-
ment is worse for the cause of peace than
no agreement. An uninspected agreement,
or an inadequately controlled agreement, or
a one-slded agreement would be a bad agree-
ment. It would not serve the objective of
peace,” s

President Kennedy in an address to the
General Assembly, on September 25, 1961,
described the U.8, disarmament proposal as
one which “would assure that indispensable
condition of disarmament—true Inspection—
and apply it in stages Proportionate to the
stage of disarmament.”?

The statement of principles agreed to by
the United States and the Soviet Unlon on
September 20, 1961, included as one principle
the necessity of inspection including un-
restricted access as necessary for the in-
spectors. It stated:

“All disarmament measures should be im-
blemented from beginning to end under
such strict and effective international con-
trol as would provide firm assurance that
all partles are honoring their aobligations.
During and after the implementation of
general and complete disarmament, the most
thorough control should be exercised, the
nature and extent of such control depending
on the requirements for verification of the
disarmament measures being carried out in
each stage. To implement control over and
inspection of disarmament, an International
Disarmament Organization including all
parties to the agreement should be created
within the framework of the United Nations.

“This International Disarmament Organi-
zatlon and its inspectors should be assured
unrestricted access without veto to. all places
a8 necessary for the purpose of effective veri-
fication,” 1 .

In an exchange of letters accompanying
this statement of principles Presidential Ad-
viser McCloy expressed the U.S. position that
adequate inspection must consist of Inspec-
tion of armaments retained under a disarma-
ment agreement as well as the armaments
reduced. He sald it was “implicit in the
entlre joint statement of agreed principles
that whenever an agreement stipulates that
at a certaln point certain levels of forces and
armaments may be retained, the certification
machinery must have all the rights and
bowers necessary to insure that those levels
are not exceeded.” 11

INSPECTION OF A NUCLEAR TEST BAN

‘The Importance of adequate inspection
has also been consistently stressed by the
United States in the negotiations for a nu-

clear weapons test ban. After the Geneva,

" Documents on disarmament, op. ecit.,
p. 350.

# Documents on disarmament, op. cit.,
p. 735,

* Documents on disarmament, p. 469,

1°D0cumentsbon disarmament, 1961, p.
441,

1 Documents on disarmament, 1961, p.
442, .
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Conference of experts reached a conclusion
in August 1958 that it was technically feasi-
ble o establish a control system to detect
violations. of a test suspension, President
Elsenhower proposed negotiations for an
agreement to end tests and establish the
suggested control system. He said:

“Progress in the fleld of disarmament
agreements depends upan the abillty to es-
tablish effective international controls and
the willingness of the countries concerned to
accept those controls,” 1

The plan for an inspection system sub-
mitted by the United States on December
16, 1958, provided for ohsite inspections to
be iaitlated automatically, whenever detec-
tion techniques determined the location of
an event which could not be identifled as a
natural event and could be suspected of be-
ing a nuclear explosion. In the case of sels-
mic events, all those above 5 kilotons were
to be inspected and 20 percent of those un-
der 5 kilotons. The United States rejected
Soviet; proposals on the grounds that they
did not contain adequate safeguards.

Or. April 13, 1959, President Eisenhower
did suggest as an alternntive to a compre-
hensive test ban which would require proce-
dures for onsite inspection a ban which
would not include tests underground or
above 50 kilometers in altitude. He gaid:

“A simplified control system for atmospher-
ic tests up to 50 kilometers could be readily
derived from the Geneva experts’ report,
and would not require the automatic onsite
inspection which has created the major
stumbling block in the negotiations so far.” 1

After long negotiations inspection stiil re-
mained the prinetpal issue separating the
Boviet and Western positions. On April 28,
1961, the date of the 300th meeting of the
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of
Nuclesr Weapon Tests, Ambassador Arthur
Dean, the chief U.S. negotlator, stated:

“The problems of the second category,
where the U.8.8.R. is demanding new West-
ern concesslons, go to the ‘very heart of con-
trol effectiveness. The Soviet Union wants
only a token number of annual onsite in-
spections, namely, three on each original
party’s territory. The United States and the
United Kingdom, basing themselves on the
agreed sclentific studies, want a realistic
number which will actually tend to deter po-
tential violators, hamely, 20 on each original
party’s territory.

“Again, on criteria, the U.S.8.R. insists on
a formula which would make it questionable
whether even one event per year would be
certified as eligible for Inspection. This has
no appeal to the West, which wants sclen-
tifically reasonable criteria,

“The Soviet delegation refused to consider
any more than 15 control posts on Boviet
territory, even though we have already moved
to meet its demand, coming down from 21
to 19 and have proved, by the Soviet dele~
gation’s own arithmetic that the number
cannot be reasonably fewer than 18 in So-~
viet Asla, 2 In Europe and 1 on a Soviet
island.” 1

A United States note to ‘the Soviet Union
on June 17, 1961 complalneq:

“The Soviet proposals: would prevent
achievenent of the objective of effective con-
trol. They would amount to adoption of the
principle of self-inspection and would per-
mit any country, if it wished, to evade the
agreement with tmpunity. * * » The United
States kelieves that a treaty prohibiting nu-
clear weapons tests, like other agreements in
the fleld of disarmament, must contaln ef.
fective provisions for contrgl.”

¥ Statement of Aug. 22, 1858. Depart-
ment of State. Geneva Conference on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests.
History and analysls of negotiations, p. 310.

1 Ibid., p. 355.

1 Ibid., p. 525.

1 Ibid., p. 544.
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On November 1, 1961, Ambassador Dean in
the First Committee of the General Assem-
biy explained why the United States believed
an international control system to accom-
pany a test ban was needed. He sald:

“Even without a complete international
treaty control system, it is possible at pres-
ent to identify a great number of atmospheric
tests of higher yields with fairly good relia-
bility.

“But when tests occur on the fringes of
outer space and of smaller yields In the at-

‘mosphere these tests present much more

dificult problems. For accurate detections
of these tests, an international treaty sys-
tem of reporting stations is essential.

“In comparative terms wlso, tests in the
ocean are much more difficult to detect; but
the difficult hydro-acoustical problems could
be solved by an effective treaty organization.

“For all these reasons, it is apparent that
an iInternational treaty control system is
absolutely necesary in order to have any
real assurance that the obligations under-
taken not to test nuclear weapons are in fact
being fulfiiled.” 18

At a press conference on February 8, 1962,
President Kennedy said:

“But at the same time, and with equa)
energy, we shall go on seeking a path to-
ward a genuine and controlled disarma-
ment.

“What this means for atmoepheric test-
ing is methods of inspection and control
which could protect us against a repetition of
prolonged secret preparations for a sudden
series of major tests. If and when effective
agreements can be reached, no nation will
be more ready than ours to see all testing
brought under control and nuclear weap-
ons as well. The fact that we must prudent.
ly meet our defense needs in the meantime
is only one more reason for working toward
disarmament.” 17

8ecretary of State Rusk on March 23, 1962,
told the newly convened 18 Nation Disarma-
ment Conference in Geneva:

“We will not again make our security sub-
Ject to an unentorceable and tncontrolled
moratorium, whether this be in the form of
a verbal pledge or a pseudo-treaty such as
the U.S.8.R. proposed on November 28, 1961.”

“Although American sclentists have for
the past several years heen actively seeking
new methods of detection and, even more,
of identification of possible nuclear ex-
plosions, and although there are some prom-
ising avenues of investigation which may be
proven in the next few years, the fact 1s that
very little has been discovered ‘up to date
to justify any significant modiflcation of
the concluslons and recommendations of the
Geneva scientists of 1958, .

*A test ban, or any disarmament meas-
ure, will be acceptable to us only when it
1s accompanied by adequate measures of
verification.

“The United States will consider any pro- -

posal which offers effective international
verification but the United States cannot
settle for anything less.” 18

In a letter of December 28, 1962, Presi-
dent Kenhedy replied to Fremler Khru-
shchev’s letter indicating that the Soviets
would be willing to accept two or three in-
spections per year:

“I am encouraged that you are prepared
to accept the principle of on-site inspections.
These seem to me to be essential not just
because of the concern of our Congress but
because they seem to us to g0 to the heart
of a reliable agreement ending nuclear test-
ingwe

16 Ibid., p. 565.

¥ New York Times, Feb. 8, 1962, p. 16.

15 Department of State Press Releuse, March
24, 1962, No. 186.

* Washington Star, Jan. 21, 1963, p. AS.
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ExreIT 1 L
U's. News & World Repbrt,
0 ee June 10, 1963] o
Is THE U.N, oN THE VERGE OF A CRACKUP?
- ONITEd Nations, N.¥ By all standards
normal to Business and government, the

 {From the

. United Natfons is gding broke, on the verge
- "of a crackup. ' o E i e

. 'The world organization today is more than
$100 million in~ the red. "By the end
of the preéént year the deficlt may be up to
$140 ‘million. "I funds are not found, it is

~ sald, the ‘peace’-keeping organization is likely

to turn into'a debating society.

“All of this has beén brought about mainly
by the Soviet Uniodl and its satellites. The
Communists, including Castro’s Cuba, refuse
to pay bills for any U.N. activities not favored
by them. The amount they owe the U.N. s0
far exceeds $62 million. France, Nationalist
China and Belglum also are in arrears on
U.N, paymeénts. o e :

©. " NrrED STATES TO THE RESCUE?

“TThe result s that the UN, once again,
must be bailed out—probably by the United

. Btates.

“There I concerri, but little real alarm here
at U.N. headquartérs, Top officials belleve
a way will be found for the U.N. to maintain
its police functions in the Glaza strip be-
tween Egypt and Israel in the Mideast, and
in the Congo in Africa.

In additlon, thé U.N. is sending & peace-

. keeping mission of 200 observers to Yemen.

Cost of this force, however, 1s to be borne

largely by Egypt and saudl Arabla.
Communist attack on the U.N. this time
is atmed at-these peace-keeping forces. It is
latgely the bills Tor these forces that Russla
its East European satellites, plus Cuba,

and

" refusé to pay. A senior U.N, officlal explained

the Russian tactics.’

“In trying to behd the U.N. to their own
needs and deslres, the Russlans have found
that the boycott Is dangerous. They tried
that at the Hime of Korea. It was the Rus-~
glan abserice which enabled the U.N. to ap-
prove military action in Koréa.’ -

“ 4 Jugt last year the Soviets tried to get
control of U.N. machinery by dividing- the

- Secretary-Gieneral's poweérs between three

‘wouldn’t acéept the troika.

- gftitude.

‘pgsistants—ote* 8 ‘Communist, one a West-

érner and oné a’ néutral. But the UN.

““Now the Soviet Union is frying to sabotage

- the U.N. financidl machinery. That won't

work elthef, but it’s causing us & lot of
trouble.’” T s 3 :
o5 guRNING POINT: THE CONGO

* The Soviet Unlon approved the fArst move

g sefid U.N, troops into the Congo. Khru-
ghchev, at that

fime, thought the United
Nations force would help his man in the
Congo, Patrice Lumumba, to stay in power.
But the UN, forcé, instead, stood In the way
of a. Commiunist takeover. It was at this
polnt that the Soviets changed their tactics.

. Arguing that the UN. force in the Congo

had become merély a front for the United
States and the Turopean d¢olohial powers,

Russia ahd the other Coimmunist members

‘refused to pay their share of the cost of
Nor “were they alone in this

the troops.

France, ‘also opposing the Congo opera-

_tion, fefused to pay. So did Belgium.

“ At present, thé Communist U.N. members

. owe $62.5 milllon to the U.N. while France

g

owes §$14 million and Belglum $3 milllon.
Bl ai-shek’s government on Formosa
I3

ar

W

fault, by $10 million, but this
fhatter of mioney, not polities.

ely &’

" The agsessment for China’s seat in the U.N.

involves payment for all of mainland China,
‘which Chiang claims as his own.
What worrles the UN. 15 that most of the

‘~money owed t0 if is owed for the U.N. peace-

-“Keeping units in the Congo and the Mideast.

S . .
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U ol of the $508 Tillion needed for.all UN. «
~ notlvities last year, $102.5 million was for such

soclal welfare programs as the refugee and
children’s funds. These programs are volun-
tary and the Communists contribute little,
while the United States pays more than 1its
share.

The regular U.N. budget, involving salaries -

of the permanent staft and the maintenance
of U.N. headquarters, ran to $75 miltion last
year.

LIMIT ON LAGGARDS

The founders of the U.N., knowing the
ways of governments, set a rule under which
any member nation in-arrears for more than
2 years on its asséssments to this regular
budget will lose its vote in the Assembly.
More than 40 U.N., members take advantage
of this 2-year rule and are habitually in ar-
rears. But, so far, all of them have pald up
before they lost their Assembly votes.

The Communists—and France and Bel-
gium, too—argud that members who disap-
prove-of specific peace-keeping operations, as
in the Congo, should not be assessed for
their costs as part of regular dues. They re-
fuse to pay. In 1962, U.N, costs in the Con-
go amounted to $120 million.

As a way around the financial problem of
speclal peace-keeping assessments, Secretary-
General Thant in 1961 came up with the idea
of a U.N, bond issue, the returns from which
would be used to pay the U.N.s bills.

About $185 million worth of these bonds,
out of $200 million worth in all have been
sold. Half were sold to the United States,
the rest abroad. Interest and payment
charges were to be added to regular charges
to members.

To test the legality of this move, the U.N.
went to the Internatlonal Court of Justice
at the Hague to get an opinion on the issue.
Tn July 1962 the justices ruled that the
charges for peace-keeping missions should
be considered part of the obligations of U.N.
members. .

Last December, the U.N. General Assembly
held, over the opposition of the Communists
and the Frehch, that the Congo and Mideast-
force assessments were legal and binding on
all members and that the 2-year rule ap-
plied to these charges Just as it does to
the rest of the regular U.N. budget.

FROM MOSCOW: ANOTHER “NYET”

Russia, on May 22, served notice on U
Thant that it would not pay its share of the
UN. bond charges or of four other ltems
on the regular budget. These included
charges for the U.N. commission in Korea,
the U.N.'s cemetery for its troops killed in
the Korean war, the U.N. mission in the
Mideast and the U.N. fiéld service supplying
personnel for overseas missions.

In addition, the Russians said they would
pay their dues to the U.N. technical assist-
ance fund only Ia rubles, The Russlan dues
thus could be used only for the purchase
of items from Russia or for the hiring of
Russian personnel. Under U:N. rules it is
up to the Secretary-General, not the mem-
pers, to decide what currencles are accept~
able.

SHOWDOWN AHEAD

* Said a U.S. official after this Russian move:
“The Russians are carrylng this battle so
far that in the next year or so we are going
t0 be forced to throw them out or make them
pay.”

The fact is that the Congo operation—
main target of the Soviet campaign—is al-
most at an end. U Thant hopes to get all
U.N. military forces out of the Congo before
the year’s end. That would leave little more
than a technical mission.

The U.N. Emergency Force in the Gaza
Strip is a different matter. Many experts
feel that, 1f this force were removed, Egypt
and Israel would soon be at war again,

.

#
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AI55E U N officlals doubt that the Commu-
nist attack on these peace-keeping forces of
the U.N.-will make much difference for the
future. Said one:

“If some real emergency arose I think we
would put together a U.N. force and find
the money later. Of course, the United
States and Britain would pay promptly, but
the lttle fellows could put up token con-
tributions to keep the operation interna-
tional.” '

On the other side you hear opinions like
this: “No nation is golng to contribute
troops unless 1t has some guarantee that
these troops will be paid. If something
serlous broke out in Portuguese Angola
or in South-West Africa, run by the Re-
public of South Africa, you'd get plenty of
troops from African countries without any
trouble. But Asians? Scandinavians? I
doubt it.”

RUSSIA'S NEXT MOVE

Deadline for the Communist bloc to pay
up at least some of the money they owe the
UN. or lose their Assembly votes comes at
the end of this year. What then? Here's
the guess of a top UN. official:

“They1l do Just what they've done in the
past. Theyll fight this thing to the edge
of the last ditch, but not into 1t. They’ll pay
enough to keep the vote—and when they do
pay they’ll make statements about how they
want to save the U.N. for humanity.”

The French already appear embarrassed
by their stand with the Communists against
payment of their share of the UN. Congo
force. They, like the Belgians, appear to be
seeking a means of paylng up gracefully
before they lose thelr votes.

Much of the Communist campaign against
the U.N. has boomeranged agalnst Moscow,
particularly in regard to the small and back-
ward nations of Africa. Many of these
countries look on the UN. as their best
protection and do not sympathize with ef-
forts to weaken the world organization.

As for the U.N. itself, the betting here at
U .N. headquarters is that the United States,
with help from Britain and many smaller
nations, will keep the U.N. going through
this financial crisis, forcing Russla and its
satellites to pay up what they owe, however
slowly.

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Apr. 4,
1963]

INFORMATION ON THE OCURRENT FINANCIAL
STaTUS OF THE UNITED NATIONS

(Nore—Prepared by the staff of the Sen-
ate Republican pollcy committee, BOURKE B.
HICKENLOOPER, chairman; David S. Teeple,
staff director.)

The United Nations regular budget was $82
million in 1962. Of this the United States
is obligated to pay 32.02 percent; the Soviet
Union, 14.97 percent; the United Kingdom,
7.58 percent; France, 5.94 percent; ahd the
rest lesser percentages down to a minimum
fixed by the General Assembly, of 0.04 per-
cent.

The regular budget of the United Nations
is prepared by the U.N. Secretariat. When
the General Assembly of the United Nations
meets, it has before it both the budgetary -
estimates of the Secretary General and the
report of the Advisory Committee on Admin-
istrative and Budgetary Questions. Decisions
on the budget are made by a two-thirds vote
of all General Assembly members present and
voting. i

No serious difficulties have been encoun-
tered on payments to the regular budget but
difficulties have arisen on the special assess- .
ments levied for the U.N.’s Emergency ¥Force
in the Mlddle East (hereinafter designated
as UNEF) and the U.N. operation in the -
Congo (hereinafter designated as UNOC).

The charter of the United Nations lays a
specific obligation upon all countries to pay
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thelr-assesasments or, after 2 years Iin arrears,
face the loss of their votes. But the charter
provides, in article 19, “The General Assem-
bly may, nevertheless permit such a member
to vote If it is satisfled that the faillure to
pay is due to conditions beyond the. control
of the member.” As a result member coun-
tries great and small are refusing to fulfill
their financial responsibilities to the United
Nations. ’ .

No one has seriously suggested that any of
them be deprived of their votes.

Prior to 1958, the expenses of peace and
security operations had been carried within
the regular budget. In 1958 UNEF was fi-
nanced under a special budget, called a spe-
clal account, and in 1960 in the case of
UNOC, the budget was called an ad hoc
accoutit.

Another account, titled the “Working Cap-
ital Fund,” is assessed on the same basis of

: percentage as the regular budget. It cur-
rently has a ceiling of 40 million. It is used
partly as & revolving fund to carry the U.N.
‘through the period when the regular budget
assessthents are due and when regular budget
assessments are collected, and partly to fi-
.nance emergency operations.

‘While willing to vote these peace and secu-
rity operations into existence, most countries
in the Unlted Natlons refused to share the
cost 0f UNEF and UNOC in the usual man-
ner; that is, on the basis of the regular scale
of ass¢ssments. Because of default on these
special levies, the organization will approach
& debt of $200 million by the end of 1963.
Reasons offered by defaulters for their re-
fusal to share the cost of UNEF and UNOC
in the usual manner were many and varled,

First, they contended the charter contem-
plated peace and security actions should be
carried out primarily by the five permanent
members of the Securlty Council who would
furnish their troops without cost to other
U.N. members. They said the five permanent
members of the Security Counecil should

" therefore Jpay considerably more than their
ordinary assessment percentage for UNEF
and UNOC. ,

Second, they said the “aggressors” who
made U.N. peace and security actions & nec-
essity, plus “parties in interest” should pay
8ll or most of the expenses.

Third, some member countries claimed

- they could not afford to contribute to the
UNEF budget and UNOC budget.

Finally, some countries felf these opera-
tions to be unwarranted and tn violation of
the charter. As & result the United States
has felt it necessary to make voluntary con-
tributions, over and above our normal assess-
ment contributions, in 1857, 1958, 1959, 1960,
1961, and 1962.

The Soviet Union argued these emergency

items did not fall within the assessments
procedure provided by the charter and there-
fore any disapproving member is free to re-
fuse to help pay for them.
"~ The United States contended the charter’s
provision applied to all expenses of the U.N.
The International Court of Justice at The
Hague In July 1962 issued an advisory opin-
lon supporting the U.S. position. - The So-
viet Unlon says it will ignore the Court’s
opinion and continue to refuse to pay its
share of the speclal assessments, The Com-
munist bloc countries have followed the
Soviet lead and approximately 40 other na-
tlons have also refused to contribute to
elther or both of the beace-enforcing opera-
tions.

In the face of this financial crisis the As-
sembly in December 1961 voted to authorize
the Secretary General to sell $200 million
worth of bonds. At President: Kennedy's re-
quest Congress last year passed a bill au-
thorizing the United States to purchase up
to $100 million worth of the U.N, bonds it
the amounts are matched by other members.

Further financial criticism was directed at
the United Nations when it was revealed,
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*late in 1962, that the UN. had undertaken
to provide a grant of 81,157,600, over a 5-
year perlod, $0 assist in the developguent of
an agricultural research program in Cuba.
To the extent the United States provides
approximately 40 percent of the money con-
tributed to the U.N. Special Fund for Eco-
nomic Development, it -was said that 40
percent of the cost of this assistance to Cuba
was defrayed by the United States, contrary
to our national interests.

Not all operations of the United Nations
are financed through assessments. Several
specialized agencies recelve voluntary con-
tributions from member countries. These
gpecialized agencies include:

1. International Atomi¢ Energy Agency,

" 2. International Labor Organization.

3. Food and Agriculture Organization.

4. United Nations Educational, Sclentific
and Cultural Organization.

5. World Health Organization.

6. International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development.

7. International Development Association.

8. International Finance Corporation.

9. Imternational Monetary Fund.

10. International Civil Aviation Organiza-
tion.

11, Universal Postal Union.

12. International Telecommunications Un-
ion.

13. 'World Meteorological Orgenization.

14. Intergovernmental Maritime Consulta-
tive Organization,

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Appendix,
Mar. 21, 1983
SoMme CrEAR THOUGHTS ON THE UNITED
NATIONS FINANCING
(By Richard Gardner)

In treating this subject today I shall not
speak about varlous long-term solutions to
the UN.s financial problem, for example,
the development of independent sources of

revenue. Other participahts in this panel .

may wish to deal with various posstbilities
of this kind. It is appropriate, it is useful,
for discussions of the long-term problem to
go forward. But you will recall the famous
words of Lord Keynes: “In the long run we
are all dead.” There will not be a long run
In which to seek bold solutlons for U.N.
financing unless we can deal with the finan-
clal crisis which faces us here and now,

‘Therefore I propose to confilne my remarks
today 1o the present financlal crisis of the
United Nationg®and to consider in turn three
specific questions: What' has caused this
financial crisls? What progress has been
made in coping with 15? What now remains
to be clone? :

T

The causes of the U.N,s financial diffi-
culties are familiar to mokt of you. These
difficulties do not arise froin the ordinary
operations which are pald from the U.N.s
“regular budget.” The regular budget cov-
ers such {tems as salaries of members of the
Secretariat, expenses of operating the head-
quarters building in New York, and the
costs of meetings and conferences. It also
Inciudes some of the sma}ler peacekeeping
expenditures such as the truce supervision”
activities in Palestine, Kashrir, and Korea.

The regular budges 1s financed principally
by an agreed scale of assedsments on mem-~
bers which is broadly based on capacity to
pay. The Unitgd States contributes 32.02
percent of this amount. 'The payment rec-
ord of the members is generally good and
the arrears are not of disruptive dimen-
sions.

As you know, however, the expenses for

the Middle East and Congd operations were

financed rrom the beginning from separate
accounts. Taken together, these operations
since 1860 have tmposed on: the members of
the U.N. expenses of about $140 million a

BOO383R0O001 00200004-6

N ]

”

| September 19

year, about double the size of the regular
budget.

Because these costs were sp large, op-
position quickly developed on the part of
many U.N. members to sharing the cost in
the usual manner-—that is, on the basis of
the percentage assessmenfs vused in the
regular budget. In order to gain approval
by the General Assembly for resolution to
finance these operations 1t was necessary,
beginning with the Middle Iast operation in
1956, to reduce the assessments for members
less able to pay; in other words to assess thern
for peacekeeping operations at only a fraction
of the assessment they have to pay for the
regular budget.

Over the last few years almost 90 percent
of the U.N. membership has secured relief
from the reguiar assessment rate with respect
to the Congo and Middle East budgets. Of
the 110 U.N. members, 42 countrles have a
regular assessment rate of 0.04 percent. For
Congo and UNEF their assessment was re-
duced by 80 percent of their normal scale, to
0.008 percent. As an example of how this
has worked out, we can look at the way the
costs of the Congo and Middle East opera-
tions were shared in the first half of 1962,
Instead of being asked to pay the 235,900
they would have paid at the regular budget
scale these countries were asked to pay only
$7,180.

Reductions by 80 percent wers also given
43 additional countries whose regular budget
assessment rate was more than 0.04 percent
but who were reciplents of U.N. technical
assistance. Moreover, four additional coun-
tries received 50-percent reductions. Thus
no less than 89 member governments were
excused from 50 to 80 percent of their assesg.
ments to these vital peace and security op-
erations.

UNITED STATES AND VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS

To finance these operations notwithstand-
Ing the reduced assessments on these 89
countries the Secretary General appealed for
voluntary contributions. Starting with the
Middle East operation in 1857, the United.
States has made large voluntary contribu-
tions each year in addition to its regular
scale assessment to make it possible for these
operations to go forward. In the last sev-
eral years no other country has made vol~
untary contributions of this kind, with the
sole exception of the United Kingdom which
has made very small voluntary payments for
the Middle East operation.

With these voluntary payments added to
our assessed share, the United States in re-
cent years has been assuming an average of
about 48 percent of the burden of the Congo
and Middle East operations,

This s the method of financing U.N, pesace-
keeping operations which has been in effect
since 1957. It does not take very long to
conclude that this system had two unaccept-
able aspects:

First, 1t placed a disproportionate share,
nearly half, of the cost of these operations
on the United States.

Second, and even more important, a large
number of U.N. members were not even
meeting their obligations under this arrange-
ment.

The members of the Communist bloc re-
fused to pay because they oppose peacekeep-
ing operations in general.

France, South Africa, the Arab countries,
and others refused to pay for at least one of
the operations because they did not agree
with this peacekeeping operation in partic-
ular.

Others, including most of the less devel-
oped countries, failed to pay even their re-
duced assessment and argued that they were
to0 poor to do so.

To make matters worse, legal arguments
were advanced by the Communist bloec and
many other countries to the effect that the
General Assembly could not levy valid as-
sessments for peacekeeping operations out-

"
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side the reguiar :bu'dget and accordingly that
they were undef no obligation to pay.
- As g result of this nonpayment of assess-

. ‘rients, the Unifed Statés was in the unac-
‘ceptable position of paying in even more

than_the 48 percent of the Middle East and
;Congo operations 1t had undertaken to pay,
~ although of doursé the amounts are still due

. and payable by the defaulters. At the same

time the gap between the assessments due
for the costs of the two operations and the
money actually received from the member-
_ship continued to grow until it reached about
$100 million by the middle of 1962, ‘

. RESCUE OPERATION, SPECIAL FUNDS '
 “To reduce the disproportionate U.S. share
of UN, peacekeeping operations, to avold the
imminent collapse of these operations as a
result of the growing deflcit, and to safe-
guard the future potential of the U.N. as &

- vital factor in maintaining peace ahd secur-
“1ty, the U.S. Government joined with other
free world countries 'and with the Secretary
General to search for ways and means of
solving the UNJs financial crisis. This
search prodiced a resciie operation begin-
ning in the 16th General Assembly which
had four major elements:

- First, one more CGeneral Assembly resolu-

- tion for the emergency financing of the Mid-
dle East and Congo operations for the first

- . 8 months of 1962 by the usuial combination

- of assessments and voliuntary contributions.
-, Second, a bond issue to finance these op-
-erations after June 80, 1962, while a more
satisfactory solution to the financial problem
was worked out, : .
Third, a request to the International Court

of Justice for an advisory opinion which

~.would establish a firm legal basis for the

- gollection of “arrearages by determining

whether peacekeeping assessments consti-
tuted binding legal obligations in the same
way as assessmients for the regular budget.
* Fourth, an Intensified study of better ways
‘ot financing UN. peacekeeping operations in
the future, =~ = = = oo
Since this rescue opération was approved
by the 16th General Assembly in December
1961, there has been progress on & number
of fronts. ] : T
Purchase of U.N. bonds got undérway in
1962. The 'U.S. Comngress authorized 'a loan
_to the United Nation§ to purchase bonds
up to the amount purchased by all other
countries. Sorme foreign governments, such
ps the Scandinavian ¢ountries, responded
handsomely to the bond issue by purchasing
“‘amounts far In excess of their regular budget
percentage. And the 17th General Assembly
in its budget authorization for 1963 included
“an amount of $4,650,000 for repayment of
interest and principal of the bonds in the
'regular U.N. budget, in which the United

“-Htates share is'32.02 pefcent.

" {14y ADVISORY OPINION |
The International Court of Justice handed
down last July & favorable advisory opinion
which ruléd that the tosts incurred by the
T.N. ih the Congo and Middle East opera-

Cw‘tlons were “expensés “of the organization”

. and that the assessments levied to pay for
them. constituted binding legal obligations.
:The General Assembly accepted this opinion
on December 19, 1962, by a vote of 76 In
favor, 17 against, and 8 abstentions.
The events in the Ceneral Assembly lead-
ing up to the accepfance of this opinion
~provided considerable grounds for satisfac-
tion, ‘A number of States, including the
Soviet bloc and France, urged that the Gen-
erpl Assembly should only “take note’ of the
Court’s opinion. The éffect of this language,
‘a5 brought out in the debate, would have
‘left it to the discretion of each state
hethe sidered itself bound to pay for
. the F >k g asgéssmients. An amend-
-ment to change the Wording of the resolu-
“tlon from “accepts” 'to° “takes note” was

-, proposed In the Fifth Committee and de-

paid nothing on their Congo assessmerts.
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' $¥1s difficuls to escape the conclusion that
. the United Nations is not being supported

feated by 28_votes in favor, 61 against, and
14 abstentions, <

The debate on the advisory opinion made
1t abundantly clear that the term “accepts”
used in the General Assembly resolution
meant that the UN. was adopting the
Court's view as its operating rule. This
means.that the assessments in question have
been determined to be binding obligations
on member states and are therefore due and
payable. If not paid, a member becomes
subject to loss of vote in the General Assem-
bly under article 19 of the Charter, if its
total arrears exceed its last 2 years’ assess-
ments on accounts. This will apply to the
Soviet Union as of January 1, 1964, if it pays
nothing for the Congo and UNEF between
now and that time.

With the question about the legality of
past assessments out of the way, the Secre-
tary CGeneral was at last in a position to
mount an effective campaign to collect them.
A number of governmeénts which had de-
clined to pay their assessments for the Mid-
dle East and Congo operations announced
in the wake of the General Assembly resolu-
tion that they would now begin to pay.

The 17th General Assembly also decided
to increase the working capital fund from
825 million to $40 million. This action es-
tablishes a more rational relationship be-
tween the present level of the regular budget
and the need far reserves. It adds signifi-
cantly to the financial capacity and re-
sources of the organization.

As a further measure to put the UN.s
financial house In order, the Secretary Gen-

‘eral appointed as his chlef financial adviser

Eugene Black, former president of the World
Bank. Mr. Black will assist the Secretary
General 1n dealing with the problem of ar-
rearages as well as advise him generally on
other aspects of the U.N.’s financlal problem.

Finally, the General Assembly buckled
down to work on the future financing of
peacekeeping operations. It set up a work-
ing group of 21 nations, of which the United
States is a member, to study and make rec-
ommendations on a cost-sharing formula for
the future costs of these operations. . The
group is now in session and is under in-
structions to complete its work by March 31.
A special sesslon ‘of the General Assembly
has been called to convene on May 14 to act
on its recommendations.

All this is on the credit side of the ledger,
but the last year has registered serious debits
as well, ) ‘

Although the General Assembly author-
ized a 200 million bond issue, only about $74
million has been subscribed by 58 countries
other than the United States, despite our
readiness to buy up to $100 million of bonds
on & matching basis. Assuming that all the
ponds subscribed are actually purchased, the
7.8, matching purchasé would bring the total
1ip to only about $148 milllon of the $200
million worth of bonds that was anticipated.
Prudent financing dictates that the rest of
these bonds be sold, and sold quickly.

Moreover, although many members have
indicated their readiness to abide by the law
declared by the International Court and con-
firmed by the General Assembly, they have

- not actually paid. The Soviet bloc, which

apparently does not believe in abiding by the
law even after it has been declared, has still
not pald 1 cent toward the Middle East and
Congo operations. France is still refusing
to pay its past assessments for the Congo;
indeed, it has announced that it will not
even pay that portion of its regular budget
assessment which 1s necessary to pay back
the principal and interest on the U.N. bonds.

As a result of these and other facts, arrears
owed to the UN. as of January 1, 1963,
amounted to $121 million, Twenty-five U.N.
members have still paid nothing on their
UNEF assessments; 48 members have still

and Is not supporting itself when arrears
have accumulated so far and continue to in-
crease and when major and minor powers
continue to refuse to fulfill their legal
obligations. )

If this situation long continues, public
opinion in the United States will be forced
to iriterpret these facts as a denial in prac-
tice by many bers of the UN. of some-
thing which all the members have accepted
in principle, that peacekeeping operations
are conducted in the Interest of the well-
being of the entire world and should be the
responsibility of all the members of the or-
ganization. This is what we mean by the
phrase “callective financial responsibility,”

‘it is, or should be, the cornerstone of the

organization.
WEHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?

It is against this mixed record of success
and failure that we must now consider what
next steps to take in dealing with the UN.'s
financial crisis.

In discussing these next steps it will be

_useful to keep our eye on the central ques-

tion. The problem- currently before the
working group of 21 in New York is very
specific; namely, How to finance the Congo
and Middle East operations beyond June 30,
which is about when the money from the
bond issue runs out. .

When the General Assembly meets in spe-
clal session in May it will have to adopt
resoltulons which will provide for the future
financing of these two operations, at least
from July 1 to December 31, or it will have-
to recommend their abrupt discontinuance.

This is the very practical problem immedi-
ately before us. It should recetve prompt at-
tention and not be lost sight of in a search
for possible general principles to govern the
financing of unknown operations which are
not yet even a gleam in any member’s eye.

To put it more broadly, the United States
believes that for some time to come it would
be wise for the U.N. to deal with the method
of financing of each peacekeeping operation
if and when that operation occurs, learning
from each experience what might be desir-
able for the future and adjusting each solu-
tion to the particular facts of each case. We
peleve that this approach is the only sensi-
ble and practical one to follow at this time,
given the present financial plight of the
United Nations, the present deep political
difficulties between. its members, the unpre-
dictable character of any future peacekeep-
ing operations, and the virtual impossibility
of now agreeing on any one single formula or
any one single set of principles or criteria to
govern unknown operations yet to be begun.

Assuming, then, that the immediate ques-
tlon is the financing of the Middle East and
Congo operations for the 6 months of 1963,
and that the answer to this question con-
stitutes no precedent for the future—what
is the answer to be?

In posing this question we are assuming
that these-operations must continue. Obvi-
ously the United States favors the most rapid
possible reduction of the Congo force con-
sistent with the increasing capability of the
Congolese Government to maintain minimal
levels of security and insure its national
integrity, .

At the same time it would be the height
of “pennywise pound foolishness” to reduce
either operation so rapidly as to jeopardize
all the substantial gains that they have
brought to Africa and the Middle East with
much sacrifice and effort over the past few
years. »

Assuming there will be a cost, though
somewhat reduced, for the Congo and UNEF
operations in the last 6 months of 1963, a
strong case can be made for financing this
cost at the regular budget scale for the fol-
lowing reasons:

16557
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1. The regular budget asgessment sgalg Is
brogdly based on capacity to pay. Very
subgtantial adjustments in the regular ss-
Sessments scale are made for low per capita
income countries, beyond what would be
ealled for by comparative hational income
figures. It is true thal the regular budget
srale involyes a ceiling for the U.S. contri-
bution. But this celling  derives from a
. Tundamental principle long accepted by the
General Assembly, that, in gn organization

of soverelgn states where each nation has .

one vote, 1¥ 1s 1ot In” the_interest of the

organtFation to depend too much financially
on any oné state, N

2..The United States has been virtuslly

alone in making voluntary financial contri-

butions to the Congo and Middle East oper-

" tlons. It hasthus been assuming an ayerage

of 48 percent of the burden. The finangjal ,
load simply must be more brpadly based, and

the carefully worked out ¢ost-sharing for-
mula to accomplish this is the regular
budget scale. ) .
. 8. Bince the establishment of the United
Mations, the Unlted States has been by far
fs largest financlal supporter. Its assessed
gontributions have always heen more than
twice those of the second largest contributor.
The proportion of its voluntary contributions
has been even higher. It coptributes 70 per-
‘gent” for the Rellef and Works Agency for
Falestine refugees, over 50 percent for the
Congo _economic agsistance program, 43 per-
¢ent for the UN. Children’s Fund, and 40
percent for the Special Fupd and the Ex-
© phn@fed Program of Technical Assistance.
o4& Quite apart from the United Nations,
the Unlted States is bearing a heavy load of
forelgn ald and defense burdens. Our,total
gontributiona for economic development
abrogd. amount to over $5 billlon a year—
more than double the aid total of the rest of
*toe ree world and at least five times the
&id made available by the Communist bloc.
+b. The peacekeeping operations of the
Uplted Nations are not just & matter of in-
grest fo the great powers. The small coun-
rles bave perhaps the greatest stake of all
1 tHelr sugcess ang effectiveness, It is trye
- that these gcountries are not well off, but the
amounis involved are not sybstantial. For
the last 6 months of 1963 the regular agsess-
.- mient sHare of the 42-countries in the 0.04-
pércent category would amount to the cost
_two or three latrge limousines or a few big
diplomatic receptions, Is this too high =
Pprice t0 pay for keeping the peace? =
It 18 thess reaspns, coupled with the still
inadegyate record on the payment of- past
BSsesamients, which have led to the present
U.B. position in the working group of 21.
Lest there be any question, the United States
stinds feady to pay its full 32.02-percent
‘ehpre of the Congo and Middle East opera-
 tlons.  But until collective financial respon-
sipiltty becomes a flscal practice as well as
- & Tegal theory, it would hardly be fair for
the United States to pay more than this per-
cehtage, either through assessed or voluntary
cantributions. . PR

We are hopeful that a determination to
get the U.N.’s financial house in qrder is be-
glnning to manifest itgelf among the mem-
bers.. There are slgns of recognition that
only through a meaningful system of col-
legiive financial responsibility can the or-
ganlzation continue to carry out its current
tasks and future responsibilities.

The hard fact of political life is this: Atti~
tudes in the United States toward, any pos-
sible future contribution aboye our regular
scaie assessment for beacekeeping operations
will inevitably depend on_whether the vast
magloriy of the membership takes the negces-
84y measures 1n the next several months to
givs the United Nations the financial support

'which is absolutely essential to its survival.

& -“The Unlted Natlons,” sald U Thant in

hia recent Johns Hopkins lecture,,“doss not.

repfesent a vague ideal of yversal peace.
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and brotherhood which has its appeal only
to starryeyed Idealists and moralists. Far
Irom it. It is hardheaded, enlightened self-
interest, the stake.that all humanity has
in peace and progress and, most important
of all, survival thdt dictates the need for
the United Natlons as a practical, institu-
tional embodiment .of the needs of nations
on a shrinking planet, as a potent and dy-
namic instrument at the service of all na-
tions, east and west, north as well as south.”

If this statement of the Secretary Gen-
eral is correct, and we most definitely belleve
‘that it is, then it is time to face the financial
consequences. )

The present financial ¢risis of the United
Natlons involves the survival of the organi-
zation itself, for no Institution can long sur-
vive if it cannot pay its debts and if its mem-
bers are not willing to supply it with the

-lfunds necessary to continue its operations.

The menu of the,U.N, is substantial and
important. The check is no less so. Coun-
tries cannot expect to take the benefits of
membership in the UN. without the

burdens, ‘ )
——— T ——

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF
INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT--
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILL i

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that at the next printing
of the bill (8. 2075) to amend section 22
of the Interstate Commerce Act so as
to assure that rates, fares, and charges
established under that section for the
U.8. Government are free from unduye
rrejudice and preference, introduced
by me on August 23, 1963, the names
of Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HuMeHEEY, MT.
McCarTHY, Mr. McNamara, and Mr.
PROXMIRE may be added as cosponsors.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
'-*——
CONDOLENCES TO FAMILIES OF
NEGRO CHILDREN KILLED IN
BIRMINGHAM~—ADDITIONAL CO-
SPONSOR OF RESOLUTION

Mr.HART. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at the next printing
of Senate Resolution 200, extending con-~
dolences of the Senate to the families of
Negro children killed in Birmingham and
favoring the designation of Sunday, Sep~
tember 22 as a day of national observ-
ance to their memory, the name of the
Senater from Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER]
be added as a cosponsor. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orc*ered.

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF FED-

ERAL GRANTS-IN-AID — ADDI-

TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to announce that both the junior
and senior Senators from Wisconsin haye
joined the distinguished list of cospon-~
sors of the bill (S, 2114) to provide for
periodic congressional review of future
Pederal grants-in-aid to States and to
local units of goverhment. This brings
the total iumber of sponsors to 30, which
augurs well for the future of this legis-
lation. I ask unanimous consent that at
its next printing the names of Mr. Prox-
MIRE and Mr. NELsQN be added.

r =

-~
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HART
in the chair). Without objectiorn, it is
80 ordered. .

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961—ADDITIONAYL
COSPONSOR OF AMENDMENTS

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of September 11, 1963, the name
of Mr. DoMinick was added as an addi-
tional cosponsor of the amendments sub-
mitted on September 11, 1963, by Mr.
KreaTiNG (for himself and other Sena-
tors), intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to the bill (F.R. 7885) to amend
further the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, and for other pur-
poses.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NOMI.
‘NATION OF JOHN A. GRONOUSKIL
TO BE POSTMASTER GENERAL

Mr. JOHNSTON. My, President, as
chairman of the Commiitee on Post, Of-
fice and Civil Service, I wish to announce
that hearings have been scheduled for
Monday, September 23, 1963, at 10:30
a.m, in connection with the nomination
of Mr. John A. Gronouski to be Post-
master General.

Hearings will be held In room 6202 of
the New Senate Office Building. Those
wishing to testify may arrange to do
80 by calling CA 4-3121 extension 5451,

——

NOTICE OF HEARIN GiS ON FREE-
DOM OF INFORMA'TION EILL

Mr. LONG of Missourl. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to announce hearings
before the Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative Practice and Frocedure on S. 1666
on October 28-31 inclusive, in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, begin-
ning at'10 a.m. each day.

.S, 1666 is designed to revise section 3
of the Administrative Procedure Act. It
is the so-called Freedom of information
bill, introduced by me with 17 distin-
guished cosponsors cn June 4 of this
year.

Persons wishing to festify should noti-
fy the subcommittee’s chief counsel, Mr.
Bernard Fensterwald, Jr., room 3216
New Senate Office Building, telephone
CA 4-3121, extension 5617,

S ———— N —— .
NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF GEORGE CLIFTON ED-
WARDS, JR., OF MICHIGAN, TO BE
U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGE, SIXTH CIR-
cuIT

Mr.. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behdlf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that 2 public
hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday,
October 1, 1963, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2228, New Senate Office Building, on the
nomination of George Clifton Edwards,
Jr., of Michigan, to be 17.8. Circuit, Judge,
Sixth Circuit, vice Thomas F. McAl-
lister, retired.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations as may be pertinent.
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